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Trees and Woods on farms in Scotland and Northern England 
C. M. Sidwell 
Farming methods in Britain have developed in such a way that knowledge 
of farm management and woodland management are only infrequently found in 
the same individual. As a result woodland is believed to be a neglected 
resource on many farms. Despite this, previous work has shown that the 
potential for successful integration exists. This is the report of a study 
undertaken to determine whether farm woodland management is as neglected 
as might be expected and to reveal which attitudes and perspectives of farmers 
are most relevant in determining the situation. The study was conducted 
through a mail survey which examined questions of attitude and obtained 
details of which farms have woodland, what area the woods occupy and the 
extent of tree planting. The postal survey was followed by an interview survey 
where further detail could be obtained and objectives of management 
considered. 
It is concluded that survey work is an appropriate tool for this type of 
information gathering, despite theoretical problems. Farm woodlands do 
emerge as a neglected resource, but some farmers at least are aware of this 
and the range of interest and ability is very wide. In general farmers feel that 
woods are a bonus on the farm, and the negative effects such as crop shading, 
are not greatly emphasised. A variety of by-products of woodlands, such as 
shelter and amenity, are noted to be of importance to many farmers with 
woodlands. Only a minority of woodland owners see woods as an income 
generating resource and fiscal incentives are little used. Grants are not found 
to be an effective incentive, although they are used where possible, and are 
made great use of where woodlands are already contributing to the farm 
business income. The lack of knowledge of grants is an obstacle that must be 
overcome if they are to be effective. The need for farm woodlands to at least 
break even, for management of existing stands to be considered, indicates that 
for planting of land previously under arable crops, as is proposed in the 
Farm Woodland Scheme, is unlikely to-be widely welcomed, without a sufficient 
annual payment to both cover fixed costs of the existing system, and create an 
income to offset management costs. An emphasis on market development 
during the crop's growth will be necessary. In certain circumstances, it seems 
likely it will be taken up: for instance, where a forest enterprise exists already 
or the intention to plant is present. The objective of the scheme is perhaps 
therefore unlikely to be met. 
Advice needs are barely recognised by farmers themselves but for 
successful farm woodland management to develop, the lack of knowledge and 
expertise to be overcome is very great. Areas of further research include 
co-operative arrangements at all stages to improve market strength. In 
particular the development of markets for low quality, and small diameter 
produce in order to facilitate cash flow is needed. 
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CHAPTER 1 
BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction 
This chapter will be used to trace some of the developments and changes 
that have occurred particularly in upland areas, up to the time when this study 
commenced. A brief resume of relevant political and economic changes is 
included and of the development of the agricultural and forest industries is 
given. Some other aspects of the 'land use debate' are sketched out and a 
brief review of the main surveys on the subject is also included. Finally there 
is a review of work that has been published since the start of this research 
project. - 
During the twentieth century, there have been many changes in the familiar 
way of life of most people in the United Kingdom. One noticeable change has 
been the shift of the population into the urban centres. By 1961, 79.8% of the 
population of Great Britain lived in towns, although this percentage dropped 
slightly during the 1960's, to 77.5% in 1971 (Central Statistics Office 1986a)Y 
probably because of the number of middleclass and professional households 
who are moving into the country in order to enhance their 'quality of life'. The 
number of families owning cars has increased since the war so that in 1984, 
62% of all families ran one car or more as opposed to 53% in 1971, and indeed 
17% of families now own two cars (Central Statistics Office, 1987). In addition, 
many more women are working, and family size has decreased.. (Central 
Statistical Office 1986b). Changes in the ability to store and process food have 
allowed the advent of 'convenience foods', and a dramatic reduction in the time 
required for food preparation has been the consequence. 
The nett result of these changes has been that in general much less of 
each individual's time is prescribed, and hence there has been an increase in 
leisure time which, combined with increases in real income per capita and the 
possession of a car, has led to a greatly increased mobility of the population 
and an increase in demand for recreation facilities. A popular activity is to 
drive into the country to go for a walk or to have a picnic. Thus, the number 
of people who see the countryside, but who have no real involvement with it, 
is high, and this has implications for the agricultural industry as food 
producers, for the forest industry as timber producers and for both industries 
as the major land users in Great Britain. 
1.2 Agriculture 
1.2.1 History 
In the last 40 years agriculture has seen changes in production methods 
which are comparable only to those of the so-called 'Agricultural Revolution' of 
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The application of new 
equipment of a massive size, which has greatly reduced the time required for 
the whole spectrum of jobs on the farm has resulted in a visible change in the 
countryside since large machinery is only efficient in large fields. Further 
visible effects have been caused by the advent of petrochemicals such as the 
herbicides, insecticides and fungicides. These have enabled control of weeds 
and pests to the extent that there is today no need for any cornfield to be 
liberally 'peppered' with poppies as they were in the past. Equally, unless land 
is unworkable over winter or there is a further reason, there is no longer any 
need for a period of fallow. This has been aided by the development of 
'artificial' or oil-based fertilizers. A problem that has arisen as a by-product of 
these new inputs is the damage to crops from the necessary 'passes' of the 
various sprays over the crop. This is minimised by ensuring that the tractor 
always follows exactly the same route through the crop but the compaction of 
soil in these 'tramlines' on some soils can present further serious difficulties. 
New varieties of grain with stronger straw and hence improved harvesting 
properties, such as the winter wheat Cappelle Desprez, have helped to reduce 
wastage. 
Thus modern technology in the form of both mechanisation and new 
cultivars has contributed to yield increases for traditional crops, as well as new 
possibilities for growing crops at the margins of their optimal climatic range. 
This has encouraged the extensive grazing of more marginal land forms and 
soil types to be increasingly replaced with intensive pastoral systems, which 
combine with genetic improvement of stock to increase both productivity per 
animal and productivity per hectare of land. This expansion of agriculture has 
undoubtedly resulted from the political commitment to farmers that was made 
after the end of the last war and is enshrined in the words of the 1947 
Agriculture Act. This states that it is an aim of policy: 
"to promote a stable and efficient industry capable of producing 
such part of the nation's food as in the National interest it is 
desirable to produce in the United Kingdom and to produce it at 
minimum prices consistent with proper remuneration for farmers 
and workers in Agriculture and with an adequate return on capital 
invested". 
(HMSO 1947a) 
Whilst this is vague about specific features (for instance what is 'proper 
remuneration'?) the commitment was sufficient to induce the required 
investment in, and consequent modernisation of, farms and has been the 
underlying philosphy of the agricultural policy of every government since the 
war. 
1.2.2 Market support 
The combined effect on the British agricultural industry of these policies 
and technological developments has been considerable. From a position of 
food rationing during and after the war, almost every major food crop that we 
produce is now in surplus. In other words, nominally at least, the United 
Kingdom --(U.K.) produces an adequate annual harvest of these crops to be 
self-sufficient. This might well have occurred unprompted as a result of 
agricultural research coming to fruition but it has been greatly accelerated by 
the fact that in 1973 the U.K. joined the European Economic Community (E.E.C.) 
and so transferred from a 'deficiency payment' support system to one of 
threshold prices, variable levies and intervention buying. As a result, price 
supports have combined with the increase in general price levels, to create an 
effective incentive for increased production . The costs of the system to the 
consumer are high and no satisfactory way has yet been found of disposing of 
the surpluses created by it without further heavy expenditure. 
Co-incidental with Britain's membership of the European Community (E.C.) 
there were two events which had far-reaching effects for world agriculture. 
The first was the 'oil crisis' of 1972, when O.P.E.C. (the Organisation of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries) first decided to use its near-monopoly of oil 
supplies to raise their national incomes. This enabled North Sea exploration to 
be accelerated and has had a slighter long term effect than might have been 
• anticipated but in the short term it led to increases in the prices of many of 
the now essential inputs to Western mechanised agriculture. Thus the price 
squeeze was intensified. At the same time the U.S.S.R. for the first time since 
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1963 entered world grain markets because their own harvest had once again 
fallen short of the target and they had finally decided that policies which led to 
permanent consumer shortages should be altered to allow their people a better 
diet. The purchase of grain was on a massive scale and involved a number of 
different parties. Preparation took place as "quietly" as possible, facilitated by 
new legislation introduced in 1971 in the United States. Consequently the 
shock to the grain markets was enormous (Hopkins and Puchala, 1978). World 
grain prices shot to unprecedented levels and it was in this atmosphere of 
producer hardship, and distorted markets that Britain joined the E.C. 
The Commission of the E.E.C. is aware, and has been for several years, that 
some adjustment to the Common Agricultural Policy (C.A.P.) of the E.E.C. is 
increasingly necessary (Tracey, 1984). However the problems of finding ways 
of supporting those agricultural producers who need support in order to 
achieve a level of income comparable to non-agricultural incomes attainable in 
the local area, whilst reducing the agricultural budget overall, combined with 
the political problems of appeasing the agricultural voters of 12 sovereign 
states continues to prevent any real progress from being made on this issue. 
The increased size of the Community in recent years has further exacerbated 
the problems inherent within it, by adding the new dimension of a divergence 
of interest between those countries in the south of Europe and those in the 
north. 
1.2.3 Structure 
The structural diversity of agriculture both within and between member 
states is wide, and this only contributes to European indecision as to how the 
multiple problems of agriculture should be tackled. In general the trend has 
been towards larger, and therefore fewer farms. There are now only 
approximately 239,000 agricultural holdings in the U.K. (HMSO 1986a). 
Specialisation and intensification have meant that an 11% decrease in the 
number of holdings with cereal enterprises between 1979 and 1984 has been 
matched by a 17% increase in the average size of these enterprises. Less 
labour is also employed which has been achieved through substitution of 
capital investment for manpower. (See Table 1.1 below) 
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Table 1.1 Change from manpower to tractor power 
No. of full time 	 Farm Tractor 
Agric.Workers Licences 
	
('OOOs) 	 ('OOOs) 
1935 	- 	698.4 	 19.3 
1950 717.3 295.9 
1970 	273.8 	 434.1 
Source: Hill and Ingersent 1977 Table 2.8 
N.E. This ignores the contemporary increases 
in horse-power of tractors throughout 
this period. 
A major consequence of the discharge of surplus labour, which results from 
this continued substitution, is that rural unemployment has continued during 
the post war years, which has contributed to the shift of the population into 
small rural towns and other urban areas. Despite outstripping producer prices, 
wages have also failed to keep up with those of manual workers in 
non-agricultural industries. The average weekly wage of a male farm worker 
was £124.4 in 1985, for a 46 hour week, for workers over 20 years old, whilst 
the general figure for manual workers averaged £163.6 for 44.5 hours, with 5.4 
hours overtime (Central Statistics Office 1986c). Depopulation of rural areas, 
has played a role in the decay of the rural infrastructure, through the closing of 
local schools, shops and public transport services. This in turn makes it more 
difficult to keep labour in rural areas and also creates a strain on urban 
facilities. If labour becomes unavailable at the 'going rate' then farmers will 
tend towards a 'ranching' style of farming and it is likely that some grazing 
land may revert to scrub. Thus a case for the support of agriculture arises that 
is independent of the nations need for food, but has its origins in social 
arguments related to the structure of rural areas, particularly the position of 
small 'uneconomic' farms in areas of low agricultural productivity. This social 
objective is embodied in Article 39 of the Treaty of Rome and discussed in the 
first Asher Weingarten lecture. (Britton, 1981) 
The agriculture ministers of the community have not yet been able to 
devise a method of support for these farms that does not involve price support 
and is still acceptable to the farmers, but the use of price supports in this 
situation acts as an incentive to other farmers and thus contributes to the 
problem of surpluses. A further consequence of the maintenance of the 
structure of the agricultural industry is that the countryside is maintained in a 
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condition that reinforces the romantic view which depicts the farm business as 
part of an Arcadian idyll rather than a modern, highly mechanised, industry, 
Which may create problems on those occasions when farmers meet members 
of the general public face to face. The increasing efforts made by the farming 
community and the Countryside Commission to run open days for the public 
are helping to overcome this. 
Other changes in the agricultural structure that have occurred include the 
shift towards owner occupation of farms and horticultural holdings. The 
Annual Review of Agriculture (HMSO 1986a) states that in 1960/61 54% of 
farms were mainly owner occupied, whereas in 1986 this figure had reached 
nearly 70%. There has also been an increasing number of part-time farmers 
and a decrease in the number of farmers' wives who work on the holding. 
These trends are visible throughout Europe although the extent to which each 
country reflects them varies (Commission of the E.E.C., 1979). They add to the 
difficulties of targeting policies and devising strategies to achieve precise 
objectives. 
1.2.4 Recent Changes 
A variety of measures has been introduced since 1983 which is intended to 
reduce production in the sectors worst affected by over-production. This has 
been done to most effect within the dairy industry where quotas now operate. 
No solution to the problem of cereal surpluses has been found. Although 
intervention prices have been reduced, and quality thresholds raised, the effect 
on market supplies has been slight, due to the low elasticity of supply for 
agricultural produce. (Faced with high fixed costs, and a reduced market price 
a farmer may in fact decide to increase production in order to maintain his 
overall income, and is very unlikely to reduce reduction  proportionately with 
the drop in price.) The main hope continues to be the introduction of 'new' 
crops which, if successful, may spread widely. Oil seed rape has been a very 
successful introduction brought about by C.A.P. market support. In 1973, 14,000 
ha of rape were grown in the United Kingdom. By 1983, this had reached 
222,000 ha. In the same period the harvest had increased from 31,000 tonnes 
to 563,000 tonnes. Even in Scotland the area of oil-seed rape doubled to 
23,000 ha in the single year between 1984 and 1985 (HMSO 1986c and 1987a). 
There continues moreover to be generous financial support for agricultural 
investment both from E.E.C. sources ie Fonds Europeen d'Orientation et de 
Guarantie Agricole (F.E.O.G.A.) and from U.K. government funds. 
Two general farm grant schemes exist, now called the Agricultural 
Improvement Schemes and known as A.I.S (U.K.) and A.I.S. (E.C.) according to 
the source of the funding. These both cover grants for farm development and 
for capital improvements. The grant ceiling applicable in the former case is 
somewhat lower than in the latter and A.I.S. (U.K.) does not require the farm 
development plans plans and budgets necessary for A.I.S. (E.C.) grants. (This was 
formerly known as the Agriculture and Horticulture Development Scheme.) 
Additional support from the U. K. Treasury and F.E.O.G.A. is available for 
upland and hill farms and under the Less Favoured Areas Directive (L.F.A.D.) 
E.C. 75/268 in the form of headage payments on cattle and sheep and there are 
also E.C. payments for beef and sheep (which operate in the U.K. as variable 
premiums calculated after sale in the markets). Some new grants are available 
for environmentally sensitive projects, such as building and maintenance of dry 
stone dykes. Under A.I.S. (E.C. and U.K.) shelterbelts and some other trees may 
be planted, for farm improvement. 
1.2.5 Farm Woodland Scheme (F.W.S.) 
In March 1987 the government published a new package of ideas called 
"Alternative Land Use and Rural Enterprise" intended to address some of the 
problems of overproduction and rural decline. Part of the package includes 
plans to expand traditional private forestry planting to 33,000 hectares a year. 
(It was 24,000 ha in 1986 (Forestry Commission, 1987)). Another section 
contains a consultation document which is known as the Farm Woodlands 
Scheme has the following aims: 
- to divert land from agriculture 
- to enhance the landscape 
- to contribute to the support of farm income and rural employment 
- to encourage interest in timber production from farms 
A farmer taking the scheme up would be obliged to plant a minimum of 3 
hectares of land over a period of three years (ie a minimum of one hectare per 
year) with a maximum of 20 hectares in the lowlands and 40 hectares in the 
disadvantaged areas. The aim is that 36,000 hectares should be planted in the 
first three years of the scheme, after which it will be reviewed. In order to 
compensate for the loss of income that farmers will suffer, an annual payment 
would be made (HMSO 1987b). The original figure mentioned was to be 
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E125/ha but the latest statement on the scheme has the revised figures of 
£io per hectare in the lowlands, £150 per hectare in disadvantaged areas and 
£ioo per hectare in the severely disadvantaged areas. These sums will be paid 
over a period of 20 years for conifers and 30 years for broadleaves or 40 years 
for pure beech and oak platings. Plantings are expected to include a minimum 
of 35%, 20% and 5% broadleaves in lowland, disadvantaged and severely 
disadvantaged areas respectively (HMSO 1987c). 
1.3 Forestry 
1.3.1 History 
In 1810, the management of forest and land revenues was transferred to 
the Commissioners of Woods and Forests, but their responsibilities related 
largely to the ancient Royal Forests, principally the New Forest and the Forest 
of Dean, so that it is true to say that there was no general state forestry 
activity until the Development and Road Improvement Funds Act (1909) 
(Watkins 1983). This act enabled the Development Commissioners to give 
grant aid for forestry education and to encourage research into forestry. It 
also enabled the purchase of land for planting, through grants to public 
authorities and organisations not trading for profit. This provision did not 
apply to private individuals but arrangements were made to allow the Boards of 
Agriculture to receive such grants and to negotiate with private landowners for 
the lease of land for the purpose of afforestation and subsequent division of 
proceeds from the practice of forestry (Watkins 1983). 
The Forestry Commission (F.C.) was set up by the Forestry Act of 1919 
(HMSO 1919a) as a result of a report which had recommended the foundation 
of a state forest enterprise and forest authority (HMSO 1917). There was at the 
time considerable support 'for the planting up of marginal land. This was 
grounded in the demand for employment (which afforestation was believed to 
satisfy), the awareness of the timber shortage created by the Great War, the 
need to replant areas cut during that period and the costs of keeping marginal 
land in agriculture. 
The Forestry Commission was given the power to purchase or lease land 
for afforestation and an Act of Parliament in 	1923 transferred the remaining 
forest 	areas 	still 	held 	by the 	Commissioners 	of Woods, to the 	Forestry 
Commission (Watkins 1983). Initially grants had to be repaid and compound 
interest paid; later non-repayable grants were introduced if unemployed labour 
was used. From 1923 to 1927, non-repayable grants could be made to both 
private individuals and to public bodies, the former receiving rather less than 
the latter. In 1927 the basis for determining the rate of grant was changed 
from the type of ownership of the land to the category of species to be 
planted. The grant for broadleaved trees was £4 and that for conifers was £2 
(James, 1981). The 10th annual report in 1930, however, acknowledged that the 
grants and technical advice available had 
"not been successful in arresting the deterioration of home 
woodlands in private ownership, much less in restoring the 
pre-war position" 
(Forestry Commission 1930) 
The forest enterprise of the Forestry Commission now owns 1,156,400ha of 
land, of which 899,700 is planted (Forestry Commission 1987), although under 
the current Conservative government there have been major policy changes 
and large forest areas, both planted and unpianted, have been sold. The main 
aim of policy, as originally conceived, was to create a state forest reserve of 
standing timber of sufficient size that over a period of three years the essential 
requirements of the nation could be met (should a war or other national 
emergency arise) and thus to avoid the catastrophic premature fellings seen 
during the first war ( Forestry Commission 1975). 
In pursuit of this goal and in recognition of the change to a need for 
softwoods in place of hardwoods the Commission embarked on a programme 
of large scale planting, with the main species used being Sitka spruce, which 
has a good record of growth in the sort of poor soil conditions that were in 
general available to them. Much criticism has been levelled at the 'blanket 
afforestation' that resulted from the purchase and planting of whole hill farms, 
both on scenic and ecological grounds. Since the 1967 Countryside (Scotland) 
Act and the 1968 Countryside Act, (HMSO 1967 & 1968) the desirability of 
maintaining the beauty of the area has been one of the constraints which 
influences their policy and the idea of including landscape as one of the 
considerations in new pling schemes is now fully accepted, for which 
purpose landscape architects are now employed. 
1.3.2 Grants 
The 1947 Forestry Act, whose main object was to repair the damage 
wrought by the two wartime episodes of felling (which had occurred almost 
entirely in private woodlands and had devastated the forest industry) 
introduced the concept of a dedicated wood or forest (HMSO, 1947b). In 
addition to financial support these woods were protected from both Tree 
Preservation Orders and compulsory purchase orders for urban development; 
this was a deliberate attempt to free the owners from hindrance to commercial 
forestry. Such state support was only available where timber production was 
the main objective and where skilled supervision was employed, an approved 
plan was drawn up and adequate accounts were kept. The grant was paid on 
25% of the approved net annual expenditure (Basis I) or in the form of a 
planting grant followed by an annual maintenance grant, at fixed rates (Basis II). 
An additional condition that had to be satisfied was that the owner had to 
agree to keep the land in forestry, an arrangement that did not alter with new 
ownership. The exact phrasing of the Act, however, was unable to prevent 
subsequent owners of land, whilst keeping the land under trees, from 
neglecting to manage it for forest production (R. Lorrain-Smith, 1969); thus 
dedication was not quite as effective at ensuring good forest management as it 
was intended to be. None the less, the dedication scheme and the approved 
woodlands scheme that was introduced in 1953 formed the basis of the 
Commission's planting grants until 1972, when the high cost of aids to forestry 
were questioned by the Treasury (H.M. Treasury, 1972). Other grants, including 
one for thinning were introduced at irregular dates and were of variable 
duration. One that lasted until 1981 was for the planting of small woodlands. 
The 1947 Act also provided for the establishment of Approved Woodlands 
as is mentioned above; these woods received some financial support, but were 
less protected from any restrictions that might be imposed counter to their 
commercial interests. It was not necessary to dedicate the land to forestry in 
perpetuity, but it was still necessary for a plan to be submitted for approval. 
Agreement on details delayed implementation of both this and the Dedicated 
Scheme (James, 1981). In 1972, a M.A.F.F report was published (M.A.F.F., 1972 
quoted in James, 1981) indicating that the Dedication scheme had outlived its 
original purpose. One result of this was that for a period in 1973 all new 
grants were delayed until the system could be reviewed. Finally, in 1974, a 
new (Basis Ill) form of the dedication scheme was introduced, and although 
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existing dedicated woods continued to operate under Bases I and II, no new 
grants were given except under Basis III. 
In 1981 all the current grants, including the one for small woodlands, were 
superceded by a new Forestry Grant Scheme (F.G.S.) applicable to all areas 
over 0.25 ha with the levels of grant varying according to the size of planting 
and the choice of broadleaf or conifer species. The element of support for 
satisfactory management that was a feature of the Dedication schemes has 
been omitted. Existing dedicated woods are allowed to continue under the 
same scheme, but on change of ownership, all woods must transfer to F.G.S. In 
1985, a new grant for broadleaved plantings was introduced. (See p.21) 
In its role as Forestry Authority, the Forestry Commission also has 
responsibility for licences for felling trees. 
1.3.3 Taxation 
Grant aid to forestry is supported by taxation arrangements, particularly the 
scheduling of income for taxation purposes. Income is categorised or 
scheduled for the payment of tax, and woodlands may be allocated to either 
Schedule B "Income from the occupation of Woodlands" or case 1 of Schedule 
D "Income from trading and profit of a business". 
In the normal course of events a woodland operates under Schedule B. Tax 
is charged at one third of the annual value of the land that the wood or forest 
stands on. There is no exemption for periods of low or zero income and if a 
loss is being made in the forest enterprise it may not be offset against other 
income. The effective tax is in general very little however, as the annual value 
of the land is interpreted as the rentable value of the unimproved land, and 
since it is not related to the trees at all it is unaffected by the level of income 
that may be generated by felling or thinnings. (T.D. Lynch 1977) 
If the occupier of the woodlands prefers, he may opt to have them 
transferred to Schedule 0 by declaring a separate estate, for taxation purposes. 
If he does this he puts the trees under the same schedule that, for instance, 
the rest of the farm would be under. This allows no tax to be paid when no 
income is being received from the trees and equally allows the offsetting of 
losses against other income, which may no longer be done for losses from 
agricultural holdings. This is particularly useful for forest owners who are in a 
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high income bracket and who therefore have a high marginal rate of taxation. 
The forest owner can not choose to revert to Schedule B, but this occurs 
automatically on change of occupier even if this transfer occurs between 
husband and wife or otherwise within the family. 
A further government aid to forestry was introduced in the Finance Act of 
1919 (HMSO 1919b). This was an exemption from Estate Duty on all forestry in 
private hands, until such time as the trees are felled or sold. If a second 
transfer, through death, should follow the first before the forest is felled then 
the tax due on the first valuation is waived (N.D.G. James 1981). This 
concession was of great importance in the prevention of premature felling to 
meet death duties except in those situations where no other source of 
payment, for the duty due on the remainder of the estate, existed. When 
Capital Transfer Tax replaced Estate Duty in 1972 the "roll-over" concession 
was maintained, but with the appropriate rate of duty applied to the value of 
the timber at the time of felling, instead of that at the time of death. 
In the budget in March 1986 Capital Transfer Tax on lifetime gifts to 
individuals was abolished. An Inheritance Tax on bequests and lifetime gifts to 
discretionary trusts remains. The position is very similar now to that which 
existed under the old Estate Duty since, for exemption from Inheritance tax to 
be granted, the donor must live for seven years after the gift is given. In the 
situation where the donor dies before this time period has passed, a sliding 
adjustment to the taxation rate is applied. The tax is levied on the value of the 
gift at the time of the gift, but at the proportion of the tax rate which is 
applicable at the time of death. Woodlands which are inherited through death 
of the owner may qualify for woodlands relief. If they are ancillary to farming 
this relief is not available, but if they are run commercially they may qualify for 
agricultural relief or for business relief. (See Hart, (1986) for a very thorough 
treatment of the taxation of woodlands.) 
1.3.4 Private Forest companies 
Another change in the rural landscape has slowly occurred, to some extent 
as a result of these fiscal facts. Private investors with high incomes can be 
attracted to invest in the initial stages of afforestation because they effectively 
pay only 40% (at current rates of income tax) of the value of the investment. 
Thus since the mid-1930s there have arisen a number of companies which are 
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major purchasers of upland areas for planting and manage both the investment 
for their clients and the forest areas created. These companies did not, in 
general, become established until the-late 1950s and early 1960s. From about 
1960, the increased demand for land was met with enthusiasm by those hill 
farmers who wished to retire or to sell some of their rough land in order to 
have the money to increase the productivity of the in-bye land, but was less 
popular with some of the remaining farmers. 
1.3.5 The future for forestry 
The market prospects for the forest industry in the U.K. are good. The 
Balance of Payments deficit still amounts to approximately 88% of our timber 
needs although in terms of softwood pulp supply the home industry is now 
meeting 20% of this demand. With an annual import bill of £5 billion, the 
potential market in temperate products is worth pursuing. The Forestry 
Commission estimates that by the year 2000 the average annual harvest of the 
private and state forests will be double what it was in 1983 (Forestry 
Commission 1986). The policy of the present government, whose intention is 
to reduce the grant-in-aid to forestry has been to encourage 
"opportunities for private investment in these (ie. Forestry 
Commission) assets, including the sale of a proportion of the 
Commission's woodlands and land awaiting planting" 
(Forestry Commission, 1982) 
Whilst the declared intention is not to reduce the Commission's ability to meet 
wood supply requirements, and to allow the present schedule of such sales to 
go ahead until 1989, there is perhaps some doubt about the future of the 
Forestry Commission as it exists today. A Public Accounts committee 
published a report in 1980 which recommended the abolition of the use of 
Schedule B for taxation purposes for forestry, but the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, in a statement to the House of Commons gave the opinion that the 
fiscal arrangements that currently exist are important in maintaining the 
stability that leads to private forestry-investment and said that he had therefore 
decided not to make any changes: It seems certain that in the short term at 
least the situation of private forestry is secure. 
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14 Farm Woodlands 
From a market point of view, there is considerable potential for expansion 
of forest production and trees are currently of much greater interest in 
agricultural circles than hitherto. Too little, however, is known of the farm 
woodland situation in the U. K. Neither the official annual census of agricultural 
holdings, which takes place throughout Britain, nor the Forestry Commission's 
statistics are 'able to give an accurate figure for the area of farm woodlands, far 
less for the product that they yield. An indication of the lack of interest is 
perhaps given by the fact that whilst the Ministry of Agriculture indicates that 
50% of farms have trees on them, woodlands are one enterprise for which 
accounts are not calculated in the farm management survey, and for which, 
consequently, no "League Table" by which the farmer can compare his gross 
margin and net profit figures with those of others with the same enterprise 
exists. Until very recently neither Ministry of Agriculture (M.A.F.F.) nor the - 
Forestry Commission showed any real interest in farm woodlands. This is now 
changing as the whole E.C. wakes up to the potential size of the land areas 
which could be released in the event of the imposition of grain quotas, or a 
'set aside' policy. 
It is generally considered that the lackof official interest is a reflection of 
the feelings of farmers. There is no tradition of farm woodland management 
and most farmers are felt to understand little about silviculture. The change 
from tenancy to owner occupation accentuates this as woods are no longer 
managed by the estate forester or factor. The main 'use' perceived is for stock 
shelter, which is thought to be outweighed in some areas by the problems of 
crop shading and poor drying. The poor cash flow generated by small areas of 
woods, the reduced need for firewood due to rural electrification, and the high - 
- opportunity cost of farm labour mean that woodland management is expected 
to be an early casualty of any financial squeeze. 
Agriculture, with its large number of relatively small producers is a good 
illustration of Cochrane's Treadmill theory. In order to retain their 
competetiveness, farms must modernise their production methods, which keeps 
them under pressure financially. Modernisation often leads to specialisation 
which may lead to short term cash flow problems despite the improved 
long-term picture. In addition agricultural support prices have been capitalised 
in increased land values so that the value of the land that woods are standing 
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on may be sufficient to induce felling and clearance for agriculture in 
preference to woodland management. As a resource in themselves woodlands 
are often felt to be overlooked, and most of the factors influencing the decision 
making process tend to work against rather than in favour of trees (Dartington 
Amenity Research Trust, 1983). The uncertainty of Agricultural policy in the 
face of current and continuing European budgetary problems, reflected in the 
fall in land prices in the last eighteen months or so, does not lend itself to the 
sort of stability necessary for long-term management decisions regarding tree 
planting to be made. 
1.5 Some other. considerations 
In discussing the role of the agricultural structures policy it has already 
been stated that there are social reasons for subsidising agriculture, particularly 
in the less productive areas. One attempt to do this is defined in the 
E.E.C. directive of 1972 pertaining to Less Favoured Areas(L.F.A.$). This has as 
its main objective, maintenance of population level, countryside, landscape and 
wildlife in Less Favoured Areas, which is to be achieved through compensation 
to farmers who operate in these areas for the natural and environmental 
handicaps that they face. It is worth noting that the social, ecological and 
landscape protection are the objective and that agricultural support is merely 
the instrument chosen by the Commission to obtain this end (Sinclair 1983, 
MacEwan and Sinclair 1983). 
It has already been mentioned that the twentieth century has seen a 
mini-revolution in agricultural technology. Stresses have arisen in the 
countryside from this technological shift, both on the human population, as 
already briefly outlined, and ecologically. With the intensification of husbandry 
methods there has been an accompanying increase in the use of inputs, many 
of which are oil-based (eg. fertilizer, petrol). Thus there is concern over the 
level of inputs being used and their impact both on the farm itself and in the 
wider ecosystems that farms are part of. In addition, the industry is now 
heavily dependent on imported inputs and may thus be considered just as 
vulnerable to blockade as it was in the last war. 
The gains from grain production in the 1970s have been so considerable 
that a shift 'up the hill' of arable cultivation has occurred, destroying 
irreversibly the ancient pastures and their wide variety of natural herb species. 
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There have also been concomitant losses in the number and area of farm 
woodlands, which had often existed since enclosure or earlier so that again 
considerable diversity of indigenous species may be lost in each case. These 
developments are of considerable concern for many naturalists who feel that 
with the over-production current in the E.E.C. and in the face of the 
C.A.P. budgetary crisis, the traditional justification for maintaining a generous 
system of support for agriculture has become hard to sustain. If such support 
is to continue it may be necessary to acknowledge more fully its social and 
structural origins and to abandon production goals where these are 
environmentally compromising. (G. Sinclair,1983). 
The forest industry's situation, in 1987, is also different from that in the 
early part of the century. Then there was a great need for a forest reserve to 
be developed. There had been very minimal interest in forestry since the 
demise of the oak as a major input to the ship-building industry was 
foreshadowed by the destruction of two wooden boats by one "ironclad" during 
the American Civil War in 1868. Over the last 65 years, however the Forestry 
Commission has established 897,000 ha of forest, although even with the 
output of the 1,171,000 hectares of private forestry this still contributes only 
10% of our total timber needs, and even at maturity this is unlikely to rise 
above 30%. However public reaction to what is considered to be the low 
amenity and ecological value of coniferous afforestation is becoming more 
vociferous. Whilst conifers may continue to form the bulk of commercial 
planting, there is scope for increasing the use of indigenous species, perhaps 
particularly in private forestry and to this end a new grant scheme for 
broadleaved tree species was introduced in the autumn of 1985. 
In essence the external diseconomies of modern land use systems have 
become visible. Given the greater use of the countryside by the urban public 
for recreation purposes, a source of conflict has emerged. In the uplands, the 
problem of agricultural surpluses is compounded by forestry activity as this is 
where much of the Forestry Commission and private afforestation has occurred, 
which has also been the cause of much public debate and disagreement. The 
Agricultural industry now has a greater output than can be absorbed onto 
world markets except at a financial loss. Forest products are still among the 
largest items on the national import bill. Both industries are considered a 
threat to the natural environment by some elements of the countryside 
conservation lobby and a case is made out by some people for a change in the 
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whole attitude of government to countryside management (MacEwan and 
Sinclair, 1983). The idea that the two industries might usefully get together 
and attempt to resolve some of the issues is far from generally accepted, but 
the need for a better knowledge of the interfaces that already exist can be 
seen. 
Throughout the twentieth century various attempts have been made to 
co-ordinate agricultural and forest policy. This has been opposed, probably 
with most vigour by the forestry lobby, by both sides. As early as 1922, there 
was a suggestion that the Enterprise Board for Agriculture should absorb the 
Enterprise part of the new Forestry Commission. It was never taken up. The 
failure of this early attempt at 'rationalisation' set the trend for the separate 
development of the two industries that has occurred and is reflected in the 
separate representation of farmers and foresters through the National Farmer's 
Union, and the Timber Growers' Organisation (in England and Wales) and the 
Scottish Woodland Owners' Association, (now combined with Timber Growers' 
Organisation to form Timber Growers' U.K.) although co-operation between 
them is increasingly good. 
In 1957 the 'Zuckerman Report' of the National Resource Technical 
Committee (HMSO 1957) and later, in 1980, of the House of Lords' "Select 
Committee Report on Science and Technology: Scientific Aspects of Forestry" 
(HMSO 1980) suggested that some form of agricultural and forest integration 
was needed, at least at the planning and policy level. This also came to 
nothing, however so that the two industries continue to be ruled by separate 
government departments, with no sure way of incorporating ecological 
principles and aesthetic considerations into decision making. A 1976 
Countryside Review Committee suggested that 'conflicting sectoral policies 
should give way to a comprehensive co-ordinated approach to rural issues' 
(HMSO 1976) and in 1982 a suggestion that a Minister of State for Rural Affairs 
should be created was mooted (HMSO 1982). However there has been no 
indication that any government has any intention of introducing so radical a 
change. 
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1.5.1 Annual Census of Agriculture 
The Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (M.A.F.F.) and the Department 
of Agriculture and Fisheries for Scotland (D.A.F.S.) run similar, although not 
identical censuses of agriculture in June of every year, supplemented by 
sample surveys taken mainly in December. Only one piece of information 
about woods is requested and in the English version it is (or was until 1983) 
open to interpretation according to the use the farmer makes of the wood. 
The question referring to woodland, in both questionnaires, follows one about 
rough grazings and these are very obviously considered to be residual land 
categories. The wording of both questionnaires is quoted below, from a copy 
of the Scottish census, and a retention copy of the English one. 
D.A.F.S. (1983) 
Rough Grazings: 	 Mountain, hill, moor, deer forest, situated within the 
farming unit, whether enclosed or not. Do not 
include woods, roads etc., any share in common 
grazing or land taken for the season. 
Woodlands; 	 situated within the farming unit for shelterbelts, 
fencing materials, other farm uses and for 
commercial or amenity purposes. 
M.A.F.F. (1983) retention copy 
Rough grazing: 	 Include mountains, heath, moor, down or other 
rough land using for grazing, whether enclosed by 
boundary fences or not, on which you have sole 
grazing rights. Do not include common rough 
grazing s. 
Woodland on the holding 	give the total area of woodland (other than 
orchards) forming part of the holding including 
woodland used for commercial or amenity 
purposes. 
This question was introduced to the M.A.F.F. census for the first time in 1974 
and in an article in the New Scientist Peterken (1983) claims that there is still 
evidence that the accuracy it achieves is dubious. It is possible that, due to 
the greater attention woodlands are receiving in the farming press, this will 
improve with time. However the residual nature of the category and the 
farmer's general lack of interest means that this figure will continue to be 
somewhat arbitrary on many of the returns received. - 
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1.5.2 F. C. "Census of Woodlands and Trees" 1979 - 1982 
This census was the third of its kind, the other two having been conducted 
around 1947 and 1965. The objective is to take stock of timber resources and 
to assess the environmental status of trees and woods in rural and urban 
landscapes. The census was conducted in 2 parts; one part related to 
woodland and the other to non-woodland trees. The survey was carried out in 
Scotland on slightly different lines from those used in England and Wales. 
Woods are defined as being areas of trees in close canopy of greater than 
0.25 ha. Non-woodland trees come under 3 definitions: 
Isolated 	 isolated trees 
Clumps a collection of trees in close canopy of < 0.25ha 
Linear 	 a collection of trees in close canopy of < 20m 
wide and > 25 m long, but still <0.25ha 
Three stage sampling was used for the woodland survey, where initial use of 
Ordinance Survey (O-S) maps was followed by aerial survey and ground survey. 
Since the areas belonging to the Forestry Commission, and Dedicated and 
Approved woodland areas and the changes in them are known, it is possible to 
identify on the O.S. maps those areas which do not fit either category, and to 
carry out checks of the extent of changes that have taken place. This is the 
"Other" category used in their statistics. 
The latest (1980) survey shows that there are 2,108,397 ha of woods in 
Great Britain. The area of woods has grown by 712,668 ha since 1947; much of 
the planting has taken place in Scotland. The F.C. share of woodland 
ownership increased from 18% to 42% and stood at 891,715 ha. The area of 
Dedicated and Approved woodlands is estimated at 512,787* ha and "other" 
woods at 703,895ha (Forestry Commission, 1983). 
These three categories are potentially useful for forest production estimates 
but in terms of land ownership they are not helpful. Dedicated and Approved 
woodland makes up the bulk of the 'commercial' private forestry, and is carried 
out on a wide range of scale of operations from farms or other agricultural 
holdings to major investment schemes. However the "other" category of 
woods which may occur mainly on farms is not restricted to agricultural 
holdings. It should be noted that it is likely that both the "other" and dedicated 
or approved woods will occur on some holdings. Equally, "Other" does not 
necessarily imply that the woods are of no commercial value. 58% are mainly 
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broadleaf high forest, 17% are mainly conifer high forest and only 19% are - 
defined as scrub. 
In summary, in terms of describing the condition and extent of British farm 
- woodlands, the Forestry Commission statistics do not identify the "on-farm" 
element in any of the categories and can not therefore be of much assistance. 
The survey of non-woodland trees is of most interest for amenity and 
wildlife considerations. However the survey reports an increase in the numbers 
of trees in clumps, lines or standing in isolation. Whether these are the 
remains of old previously larger woods or new features is not specified, 
although it is noted that a reasonable spread of age classes exists. 
1.5.3 Mutch and Hutchison Report 
The idea for the current work arose directly from the work done in 1979 by 
Dr. W.E.S. Mutch and A.N. Hutchison. Their paper reports on thirteen case 
study holdings where in a variety of ways, upland farmers have attempted to 
increase the viability of their holdings through integration with forestry. The 
evidence of these farms was so overwhelmingly in favour of integration that it 
was felt that a more general study of the subject was needed (Mutch and 
Hutchison, 1980). The case study farms had been recommended to the authors 
on the grounds that they were already showing an interest in forestry; in this 
they could not be expected to be typical and no generalisations could be made 
from their evidence. However it did arouse interest in farm-forestry integration 
in the Uplands and it highlighted the lack of available information. 
1.6 Recent publications 
A number of reports have been published in the interval between the start 
of this project and its completion. For what are undoubtedly very different 
reasons, the "uplands debate" and the role of forestry, agriculture and farm 
woodlands, and the future for farm forestry integration continue to be of 
interest to members of different government departments and in academic 
circles. Both foresters, with high hopes of planting productive forest, 
naturalists with hopes of conserving native woodlands and upland landscapes, 
farmers who hope to find ways of maintaining their incomes in the face of 
decreasing real expenditure on food, and planners who see a potential for 
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creating jobs in rural areas have expressed interest. 
1.6.1 M.A.F.F. Environmental survey 
The main sign of official interest has come from the M.A.F.F. sample survey 
of "Environmental Topics on Farms" in England and Wales. This related to 
trees, hedges, woods and ponds. Its importance lies more in the -fact that it 
was carried out at all, than in the results, although these indicate, through the 
high response rate and the answers themselves, that amongst farmers too 
there is more interest in the less traditional sides to their businesses than 
many had previously supposed (M.A.F.F. 1985). 
There has also been a Review Group, reporting to the Forestry Research 
Coordination Committee, looking at the "Integration of Forestry and Farming in 
the Uplands",(Forestry Research Coordination Commiittee 1987) with a similar 
group looking into the lowland situation (Forestry Research Coordination 
Committee 1984). These two groups have each carried out a series of 
meetings with the people involved in Agroforestry and Farm Woodlands 
research in Great Britain. 
1.6.2 Broadleaves in Britain. 
In 1982 the Institute of Chartered Foresters (l.C.F.) and Forestry Commission 
held a joint symposium covering recent developments in Research and 
Technology relating to broadleaved tree species (Malcolm, Evans and Edwards 
1982). It was felt that a clear long term policy for broadleaves was essential to 
maintain the confidence of the industry and to encourage investment. It would 
also indicate that the government does take a positive interest in 
environmental issues. As a result the Commission established a Broadleaves 
Policy Review Group. Its findings were used as the basis of a consultative 
document produced in May 1984 (Forestry Commission 1984). As a result of 
the ensuing consultations some alterations were made and a final policy 
document entitled "Broadleaves in Britain" was published in 1985 . The new 
grant scheme for broadleaves came into effect in October 1985 and offers a 
higher rate of grant for pure broadleaf plantations. It does not allow the use of 
a conifer nurse which broadleaves planted at the broadleaf rate on the existing 
Forestry Grant Scheme permits. Since many farm woodlands are broadleaved, 
particularly the older, mature stands, this policy review is of some relevance, 
although rather less so in the uplands in general than in the lowlands. 
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1.6.3 New forms of investment 
The Highlands and Islands Development Board (H.I.D.B.) has sponsored a 
piece of work, which was undertaken by P. Fothergill at the Edinburgh School 
of Agriculture, to look at the possible ways that farming and forestry 
investment might be integrated, which would overcome the lack of income 
from trees, in the early years. The suggested partnership between farmers and 
investors is considered by the H.l.D.B. to have sufficient potential, in specific 
circumstances, to base a pilot investment scheme on them, based at Kingussie 
in lnvernessshire (Fothergill, P. 1985). 
1.6.4 D.A.R.T. Small woods on farms 
In 1983 the Countryside Commission published a report, by the Dartington 
Amentity Trust (D.A.R.T.), entitled "Small Woods on Farms" (Dartington Amenity 
Research Trust 1983). This was a result of a research project looking at the 
current condition of small woods on farms with the object of making 
suggestions for management that would not make excessive calls on farmers' 
resources, necessitate massive grant aid, add to or distort present 
administrative arrangements for countryside planning, or remove basic 
responsibility for management from the farmers and owners. Nine case study 
areas from throughout England and Wales were chosen and surveyed. All were 
lowland areas and a pilot study area was set up in Gwent. The main 
conclusion arrived at is that small woodlands are a neglected and badly used 
asset and are of diminishing value as a result of this neglect. 
1.7 Other initiatives 
Mention should also be made of the various schemes now in operation all 
over the country to encourage more use of existing woodlands as well as 
increased use of available grant schemes. Of particular interest are the Central 
Scotland Woodlands Project, (now the Central Scotland Countryside Trust) and 
the Eden Valley Project in Cumbria, since these are operating in the area 
covered by this survey. Both have made use of "Free tree" schemes and 
Manpower Services Commission Community Programme labour as well as 
helping farmers with management plans. 
22 
1.7.1 Farming, (Forestry) and Wildlife Advisory Groups 
Another development of relevance to the farm woodlands situation in 
Scotland is the advent of the Farming, Forestry, and WildlifeAdvisory Groups 
(F.(F)W.A.G.). Although these have been in existence for the last 15 years or so 
in England they are much newer in Scotland and the first adviser was only 
appointed in 1984. These groups take the bulk of their membership from the 
farming community and exist to help farmers with advice (and where 
appropriate, grant applications and voluntary labour) on subjects that are not 
generally covered by the college of agriculture advisers. Since these ecological 
and amenity benefits of land use are otherwise easily undervalued, the 
F.(F)W.A.G.s hope to go some way towards breaching the philosophical gap 
between farmers and conservationists. Familiarity with the day to day 
problems of farmers also helps to secure a more sympathetic reaction from 
conservationists when they are hoping to persuade a farmer to introduce 
management changes for environmental reasons. 
1.7.2 Farming and Forestry conference 
In the autumn of 1986, a conference was held in Loughborough sponsored 
by the Institute of Chartered Foresters, the Royal Agricultural Society, the 
Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group, and Timber Growers' (U.K.). This was the 
first joint conference of this sort and its objectives included the linking (in 
participants' minds) of the agricultural surpluses and the deficit in home grown 
timber products. It was well received and the fact that it was held marks the 
considerable change in attitudes of both farmers and foresters that has been 
taking place, at least amongst some sectors of these two communities, over 
the last few years. 
1.8 Conclusions 
Farm woodlands are a subject of interest to many groups of people. There 
is interest in them from ecologists, foresters and agriculturalists. However so 
far there is no information of a general nature on which assumptions could be 
based. The main land using industries in this country have undergone 
considerable change in the last half century. If farm woodlands are to be 
proffered as a serious alternative agricultural enterprise or a new source of 
forestry production then it is important to have a reasonable understanding of 
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what is currently taking place in them and what farmers themselves think about 
the issues. The rest of this thesis represents a report of a survey undertaken 
to attempt to achieve these ends. 
24 
CHAPTER 2 
SURVEYS AND SAMPLES 
2.1 Introduction 
It has already been stated that no reliable record of tree or woodland areas 
and their management exists, which relates these to units of landownership 
and specifically to farms. Although M.A.F.F. and D.A.F.S. do ask questions about 
trees in the Annual Census of Agriculture there are reasons for calling their 
series of statistics into question (Peterken, 1983 and M.A.F.F., 1985). Thus a 
broad data base is needed before questions can usefully be asked. Equally 
some detail is required, despite this lack of background data, and it was 
decided that in this study two stages of investigation would be used, involvinr' 
both interview and postal surveys. This chapter outlines the theoretical basis 
for sampling along with the advantages and disadvantages of various types of 
survey and methods of sampling. It then goes on to discuss the options 
available for this study and to describe the method used. The last part of the 
chapter discusses the two questionnaires which were finally produced. Copies 
of both of these are reproduced in Appendix A. 
2.2 Survey Method 
Surveys are a widely used method of gathering information, from some or 
all members of a population, where the information was previously unavailable. 
(Cochrane. 1963). In general this may be done by observation or by asking 
questions by means of a mail survey, a telephone survey or an interview 
survey. The questions asked may either be factual or relate to opinions 
(although in some cases this may be a rather uneasy distinction (Kalton and 
Schuman, 1982)). Both types of question justify the use of a survey method of 
investigation either for provision of information or for explanation and most 
social surveys contain elements of both. 
Each method of survey has relative advantages and disadvantages relating 
to factors such as cost, accuracy, depth of cover and breadth of cover. All 
have various inbuilt errors which can be minimised if they are anticipated; 
therefore knowledge of these problems is important for success. The 
researcher must choose whichever method, or combination of methods, seems 
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most suitable to the situation in which he or she is operating. 
The information being sought by survey must be accessible. The recipient 
must have the knowledge available, on paper if necessary. Where recall from 
memory is required it may be faulty, and the researcher must be aware of this. 
The respondent must understand the question and preferably the reason for it. 
He or she must also be motivated not only to take part in the survey, but also 
to give accurate information. 
2.2.1 Observation 
This may be applicable in, for instance, a situation where an analysis of 
crowd behaviour is required. The asking of questions would be wholly 
inappropriate and might in fact alter the individual's behaviour. In general 
however, this forms a part, not the whole of a survey, not least because it 
limits the possibility for explanation. 
2.2.2 Mail Survey 
The main advantage of mail surveys lies in the low cost per unit surveyed 
that can be achieved. It also allows a wide geographical spread to be obtained 
without increasing the unit cost. Within an organisation geared towards 
running surveys, the "machinery", once established is easy to re-use. The main 
disadvantages are the low response rate and the lack of control over the reply 
that is obtained. 
Response In a mail survey, positive steps have to be taken to overcome the 
instinctive reaction in many people to place unsolicited mail in the 'bin'. Once 
the envelope has been opened, everything must be designed to encourage 
co-operation; wording is important in this, both in the covering letter and the 
questionnaire itself. The questionnaire must be kept as short as is 
meaningfully possible. Having persuaded people to fill the form in, it is best to 
have a stamped addressed envelope in the package, although a business reply 
envelope is cheaper and will help also. Once replies have started to be 
received, reminders should be sent out at intervals. Scott(1961) gives a very 
helpful analysis of how to encourage response to postal surveys. 
The content of the questionnaire itself may also affect response rate. If the 
subject is considered "sensitive" by some, they may opt not to participate. 
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More importantly a single irrelevant or insensitive question may be sufficient to 
make people refuse to participate, and a pilot survey is thus particularly 
important for mail surveys (Scott, 1961). 
respondent The major problem is that there is no way for the researcher to 
know if the questionnaire has been filled in by the intended recipient, nor can 
he ask "are you sure?" if an answer seems improbable. The problem of 
ensuring that the intended person replies is apparently particularly troublesome 
where it seems "not to matter" who does so, as with opinion surveys, or else 
when it seems more appropriate to another member of the household. 
Other problems arise from the fact that whole questions may be overlooked 
or misunderstood in a postal questionnaire although a good questionnaire 
design can help to minimise this (Kalton and Schuman, 1982). 
An additional disadvantage of the mail survey is that spontaneity is lost, 
since all questions can be read before any need be answered; thus questions 
must not provide information asked for elsewhere (Moser and Kalton, 1971). To 
counter this, however there are these benefits: first, respondents have time to 
think about their answers and whilst less instinctive, these are perhaps likely to 
produce greater accuracy; second, if a question refers to some piece of 
information which the respondent either cannot instantly recall or prefers to 
keep on paper there is time for the necessary 'research' to be done. 
2.2.3 Interview Survey 
This may take place at home, in the office or in the street. The last of 
these possibilities has some distinctions and will be described first. 
If an interviewer is stopping people to ask questions in the street, 
limitations are being made on who will be questioned, depending on the day of 
the week and the time of day, on the shops nearby, the sort of area of the 
town etc. The population will be limited to people who are in the right place 
at the right time and then selection is made from them. Additionally, unless 
the interviewer has a routine by which to select passers by, then they will 
unintentionally but unavoidably be subjective and probably biased in their 
selection. In other forms of interview survey, the house or office, or at least 
the street, housing estate or block is preselected and the interviewer is given a 
list of addresses to visit. 
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In all cases, the interviewer is given a set of questions to ask and in 
general he or she has to ask them in a particular order and exactly as worded 
to avoid affecting the respondent's reply. Where several interviewers are being 
used this is particularly important; it is also necessary where the interviewers 
used are professional interviewers but have little knowledge of the subject of 
the survey. 
The person selected to do the interviewing is important since an offputting 
manner may lead to poor results; good rapport will achieve the opposite, but a 
too likable person may not be ideal either. Moser and Kalton (1971) suggest 
'pleasantness and a businesslike manner' to be the ideal combination. An 
interviewer who is too well-liked by the interviewee may be given answers that 
are intended to please, rather than ones that are strictly truthful. 
An advantage of the interview is that it is very much more difficult to 
refuse to co-operate with someone who is present in front of you. It is also 
easier for the interviewer to ensure that the person whose name is on his or 
her list is the person who actually answers the questions although of course 
this may involve calling again at a later time or date. 
Where it is more appropriate, some freedom may be given to the 
interviewer to choose how to ask the questions, either in terms of wording or 
question order. In the extreme form the respondent is just encouraged to talk 
while the interviewer steers the conversation to points of interest. This 
requires both very skilled interviewers and a high level of knowledge of the 
subject. 
Unit costs for interview surveys are much higher than for postal ones, 
particularly where the area to be covered is large or the population in question 
is sparse. If the relevant person is not in when the call is made, for instance if 
they are at work, this can have a severe effect on costs, and should be 
anticipated if a specific person must be seen and the population is known to 
include working people. 
2.2.4 Telephone Survey 
Like a mail survey this will achieve a relatively low unit cost with a wide 
geographical spread, but limits the population being surveyed to those people 
living in homes with telephones. In 1985, the use of a telephone survey among 
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households in the U.K. would have excluded 19% of the population (Central 
Statistics Office, 1987). In general the questions must be asked in a given order 
and using specific words to provide uniformity between interviewers. Even so, 
an element of variability is introduced through using interviewers, particularly 
where there is more than one, and through their contact with the respondent. 
A good telephone manner and clear speaking voice help to overcome some of 
the difficulties if not all of them. 
The problems of reaching the correct person and checking that they have 
said what they meant is again solved with telephone surveys although a small 
error can lead to abrupt termination of the conversation and thus waste the 
interviewer's time. Possible effects of bias caused by the way an interviewer 
conducts the interviews are reduced by having a large number of people doing 
this work. Telephone interviews will, like street surveys, only reach those 
people who are in at the right time, unless the sample list is specific with 
respect to the person to be contacted and follow-up calls are made. 
2.3 Sampling theory 
Surveys are largely about inference. They are undertaken from a part of the 
population only, with the knowledge that generalisations will be made from 
their results. Whilst this is not always so, or appropriate, it does mean that if a 
survey is to be based on a sample of the population it is very important that 
the sample should be representative of the whole, and that this can be 
demonstrated to be true with the use of statistics. It is for this reason that 
sampling theory is important. Sampling theory includes such things as choice 
of sampling frame as well as the selection of units from that frame and it is 
there that this section will start. 
2.3.1 Sampling frame 
This is the set of individuals from which the selection of individual units in 
the sample will be made. Its choice can be important as a poor choice may 
lead to wasteful surveying of useless elements or to omission of useful ones 
(Raj, 1972). For instance in a survey of pre-school education facilities it may be 
appropriate to sample from the whole population with respect to what should 
be provided, but only from parents with "under-fives" with respect to the 
quality of facilities currently available in a given town. Even if the "whole 
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population" is to be surveyed this might in fact be narrowed down to 
taxpayers, ratepayers, or to those over 18 years old in which case the sample 
could then be taken from an electoral roll. 
2.3.2 Types of sample 
Since we are concerned with samples that allow generalisation, types of 
sample will be restricted to those that allow the application of probability 
theory. The basic principle therefore is randomness. Aspects of randomness 
can be abandoned but this implies restrictions on the acceptability of 
probability theory. Thus the first method to discuss is random sampling. 
2.3.2.1 Random samples 
A random method of selecting a sample allows each member of the 
population an equal chance of selection. The factors affecting the possibility of 
selection of a given unit must be independent of the characteristics of that 
unit; generally speaking they are the total number of units in the population (N) 
and the number to be sampled (n) (Sukhatme and Sukhatme, 1970). 
A random sample can be made with or without replacement. A simple 
example demonstrates the meaning of these phrases. A sample taken from a 
bag of marbles can be taken by laying each selected marble aside, so that the 
number being chosen from is reduced by one for each successive choice 
('without replacement') or the marble can be replaced and a new selection is 
made from the same number of marbles each time ('with replacement'). For 
the purposes of a survey where farm households are selected, it is obviously 
not appropriate that they should be selected twice (which can happen when 
'with replacement' methods are used) so discussion here is restricted to 
random sampling "without replacement" which is known as simple random 
sampling. 
A sample size (n) is to be taken from a population size (N). The first unit 
has a probability of 1/N, the next of 1/(N-1) etc. Thus the probability (P) of 
selecting any sample (s) of n units is: 
1 	 1 
P(s) = 
N(n-1) + - - - (N-n+1) 	Nn 
(H.S. Konijn, 1973) 
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Each member of the population has an equal chance (n/N) of being selected in 
any sample. 
In most situations this unrestricted choice of individuals is probably best 
achieved through use of a "random number" table which can be used to 
produce a random list of numbers which are in turn used to identify the 
appropriate individuals. 
2.3.3 Systematic Sampling 
If the sampling frame is randomly ordered it is possible to make a 
systematic selection, after a random start, in place of wholly random selection 
(Hansen, Hurwitz and Madow, 1953). [ie. if the sample is to be 10% then a 
number is selected using the random number generator, which is between 1 
and 10, and every 10th unit thereafter is selected.] In reality the sampling frame 
is often chosen from a list that already exists and this will be ordered in some 
way for ease of use. The systematic approach is then only appropriate if the 
ordering of the list is totally unrelated to the subject of the survey. 
It should be noted that the randomness refers to the method of selection 
rather than to the sample obtained. It is perfectly possible that the sample 
selected may be one that is unrepresentative of the population. Thus a sample 
of teachers may, by chance, contain no women, although the probability of this 
happening would be very low. As the surveyor realises, this may diminish the 
relevance of any results obtained, and to avoid this problem the population 
may be 'stratified' before the sample is selected. 
2.3.4 Stratified random samples 
In the event that an unrepresentative sample resulted from a random 
process, the temptation would be to repeat the process of selection. However 
this introduces a subjective element to the selection process and it is far 
better to prevent such a mischance from occurring. 
For stratification, the population must be divided into exclusive groups - the 
strata - on the basis of a chosen criterion (or criteria) relevant to the survey. 
Thus stratification is wholly dependent on some knowledge of the subject 
being available, prior to the survey. The same proportion of individuals is 
selected from the sample for each stratum; the effect is to maximise the 
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differences between the strata and to reduce the sampling error by doing so 
(Yates, 1981). The selection of units from within strata must of course be 
made by a random process. Once a particular stratum is full, any units chosen 
subsequently and belonging to that group are rejected, and an additional 
random number is selected. 
2.3.5 Cluster Sampling and Multi-stage sampling 
These involve random selection, not of units, but of groups or 'clusters' of 
units. Each unit may belong to only one cluster. It may be that a desire to 
lower field costs leads to a preference for choosing, at random, single towns 
and villages and not different streets in different towns. In this case cluster 
sampling may be used. 
It is common for a second stage to be employed, where the cluster is itself 
sampled, again at random. This is called multi-stage sampling. Cluster 
sampling is in reality a special case of multi-stage sampling, where the second 
stage consists of a full enumeration (100% sample). 
There are other points to bear in mind about multi-stage and cluster 
sampling: 
Stratification is extremely useful here to ensure that the "lumpy" method 
of selection does not combine with a chance, rather peculiar(although 
random) sample to produce distorted figures when used for 
generalisation. A number of clusters chosen from each stratum will 
reduce the problems here. 
In any stratified sample at least one unit must be selected from each 
stratum. That is, there must be more units in the sample than there are 
strata. This is essential if an accurate mean is to be estimated. To be 
able to make Standard Error estimates, however, there must be at least 
twice as many units as strata (Moser and Kalton, 1971). In multi-stage 
sampling, this limitation applies to. the number of clusters chosen at the 
first stage, not the number of units selected altogether. 
Since with multi-stage sampling there is often sufficient available 
information to apply a range of strata and with clusters being used there is 
good reason to employ as many as is feasible, this limitation can be quite 
pressing, particularly if Standard Errors are to be calculated. 
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2.4 Use of statistics obtained from sampling 	- 
It has been said that the importance of the sample survey is that it can be 
used for generalisation, provided that the sample is random. Thus, using 
probability theory, statistics from the sample can be used as estimators of 
population parameters. However it can also be stated that each random 
sample will be to some extent unrepresentative (as is illustrated by the extreme 
case of all individuals in a sample of teachers in a given area being men). 
These apparently contradictory statements can be reconciled because of the 
properties of the distribution of the means derived from different samples of 
the population. This distribution allows qualification or expressions of 
confidence to be attached to the sample statistics in their use as population 
parameters. 
If a sample, size n, is to be taken from a population N, a large number of 
different combinations of units can be achieved. Each separate sample will 
have its own value for any variable mean R that is calculated. Thus this range 
of sample means comprises a new variable of the population, with a normal 
distribution [Central Limit Theorem] (Mendenhall, Ott and Scheaffer, 1971) which 
itself has a mean (m) that is called the Expected Value of the Mean. Taken 
over all possible samples, this mean will equal the population mean(j.i). Using 
probability theory, therefore, the individual sample can be used to make 
predictions about the population, within certain confidence limits, provided the 
sample is random. 
2.4.1 Bias 
When the expected value of the mean is not equal to the mean, the 
estimator is described as being biased. Bias may result from selection 
methods, particularly if substitution for "non co-operative" units is necessary or 
if there is an inadequate response from participants. Bias may also be the 
result of the answers obtained, resulting from, for example, a tendency to 
please the interviewer or to conceal or exaggerate certain features of lifestyle 
etc., or simply from the question wording (Kalton and Schuman, 1982). 
An important part in the prevention of bias is played by the use of a 
"mechanical" random selection process as this ensures the objective choice of 
the units to be included. Use of stratification also contributes to elimination of 
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bias, as does multi-stage sampling. Obviously the sampling frame must be as 
complete as possible, and particular' cre must be taken to ensure that no 
systematic omissions occur (such as omitting to sample houses where no-one 
is present during the day). Equally the questions must be self explanatory and 
unambiguous. With a postal survey the potential bias due to non-response of 
elements within the sample is both more difficult to identify and more difficult 
to eliminate. As has been said, the results of non-response can be offset by 
well designed covering letters, follow-up letters and provision of a 
return-envelope (preferably with a stamp on it as this is less easy to ignore), 
amongst other things. However, identifying the nature of the non-respondents 
and therefore anticipating bias can be a problem as it relies on prior 
information about the survey subject which often does not exist and in 
particular about the sort of reply a specific type of respondent may give. 
All methods of dealing with non-response bias are rather inadequate as 
they must necessarily contain assumptions which cannot be verified from the 
data obtained (Cochrane, 1963). It is best to tackle the problem of bias by 
circumventing the need for assumptions by interviewing a proportion of the 
non-respondents to ascertain whether or not the responses obtained are 
distinct from those received in the mail. However even this procedure has 
disadvantages since it assumes that the respondents interviewed do not alter 
the response at interview, but say exactly what they would have written. Since 
their original response was in fact to write nothing, this is a manifestly false 
assumption and it is generally stated in the terms that, had the respondent 
given a written reply, the verbal reply given at interview is not materially 
different from what would have been written. 
There are times when bias is of less importance, for instance in a 
time-series set of surveys, where the bias is likely to remain constant over 
time, or when the most important results of the survey lie in the comparisons 
between groups of respondents and bias is likely to be consistent across these 
groups. (O'Muircheartaigh and Payne, 1977). 
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2.5 The current survey 
2.5.1 The type of survey 
When making a decision about what sort of survey to conduct statistical 
and sampling theory have to be considered. In this case it was intended to 
take a sample from the population of farmers in Scotland and Northern 
England. Because farms have a wide geographical spread, it was decided that 
the initial approach should be by mail survey, despite the limitations this might 
place on the survey design. Farmers are a heavily surveyed group within the 
general population and are quite used to telling people, who arrive at an 
inconvenient time, to leave. Thus the benefits of an interview survey were 
reduced, particularly in consideration of the high cost that this would 
necessarily incur. For a 'second round' of more detailed information an 
interview survey was favoured. In particular, the farmers would already be 
familiar with the existence of the survey and an approach could be made by 
telephone and an appointment made; this would reduce the need for making 
return visits and encourage their co-operation by indicating our realisation of 
the high value to be put on their time. A telephone survey was considered to 
be altogether the wrong medium for either part of the survey. 
2.5.2 Sampling Frame 
This decision having been made, it became important to obtain the best 
possible sampling frame. Three main possibilities exist. The first two are the 
Farmers' Union membership lists, and the "Yellow Pages" of the business 
telephone directory. Despite the interest and support given by the Scottish 
National Farmers' Union (S.N.F.U.) and National Farmers' Union (N.F.U.), we did 
not in fact wish to limit the sampling frame to those who had elected to join 
either of these organisations, nor did we wish to confine our survey to those 
who had their businesses advertised in the 'telephone book'. Instead it was 
decided to make an approach to the Department of Agriculture for Scotland 
who hold the lists of all holdings obliged to complete the Annual Census of 
Agriculture or 'June returns' in Scotland, to request permission to obtain a 
sample from their list. With considerable generosity, and some restrictions on 
our use of the information, D.A.F.S. agreed, and in due course M.A.F.F. were 
persuaded to help with the English half of the survey. This meant that the 
sampling frame was as complete as the governments' own statistics would 
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enable it to be. 
2.5.3 Method of selection 
The access to the government computer also allowed the specification of a 
random sample of farmers. The final sample was of 5% of farmers in Scotland 
and Northern England. Because of the slightly different ways these data are 
held in Scotland and in England, the statistically insignificant holdings were 
separate for Scottish farms and data from them have not been used. Crofts in 
the crofting counties were also excluded as the support system they are 
eligible for is rather different from that of other farms. Because the lists used 
came from government agricultural records, it was possible to stratify the 
sample, using other information held in the computers. The sample was, in 
both cases, stratified by farm type and farm size. This was expected to reduce 
the incidence of "gaps" in the distribution of the replies. The possibility of 
cluster sampling was considered and could perhaps have been done at the 
parish level. However it was decided that this would make the selection for 
interview rather complicated. It was also felt to be of questionable usefulness, 
without very detailed stratification. 
Both Ministry and Department of Agriculture census returns are covered by 
strict rules of confidentiality, so that their help was confined to providing the 
names and addresses of the sample farms, and in the case of Scotland the 
type of farm. Unfortunately M.A.F.F. felt unable to reveal the information about 
farm type, which was released by D.A.F.S. and the size groupings used in 
England do not match the Scottish ones (see Appendix C). An attempt was 
made to supplement the farm type information by additional questions being 
sent to farmers in England but the response to these questions was very poor. 
Thus farm-type comparisons have to be restricted to Scottish farms. 
2.5.4 Covering letter and reminders 
It has already been said that the design of the covering letter can 
significantly affect the response to a survey. Thus great care was given to the 
assessment of the most important points to cover in this letter without making 
it too long (see Appendix A). The most important point was to encourage 
farmers to respond even where they had no interest in the trees on their 
holding. Lack of interest is particularly likely to occur where the farmer is a 
tenant on an estate which employs both forester and forest workers. The need 
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for all farm occupiers to participate was therefore particularly clearly stated. In 
order to enhance the response it was also pointed out in the letter that only 
the first half of the questionnaire need be completed by those—who had no 
control over the trees on their farm. We also mentioned the support that had 
come from both our financial sponsor and other interested bodies (such as 
D.A.F.S. and S.N.F.U.). 
In addition we sent with each questionnaire a self addressed, business reply 
envelope. An offer of a summary report was included, and three follow-ups 
were used. The first and last were short postcards reminding non-respondents 
of receipt of the previous correspondence. The second was a complete set of 
duplicate documents, including a return envelope, questionnaire etc. These 
reminders were sent out at two week intervals. 
2.5.5 Pilot survey 
It is, in general, felt necessary to carry out pilot surveys to gauge response 
to the survey and to react to any comments received from participants. For 
this purpose an area of North Yorkshire was selected and the names were 
picked out of the 'Yellow Pages'. Response was received from about 2/3 of the 
farmers involved, with one follow up letter. Only one consistent comment was 
received which indicated that, despite the use of hectares in the Annual 
Census, most farmers are still happier using acres. On these grounds the final 
questionnaire went Out using acres not hectares. The best solution would 
undoubtedly have been to allow each farmer to choose whether to use acres 
or hectares, by including a space for each unit wherever area is mentioned in 
the questionnaire. Unfortunately lack of space precluded this decision; it is 
also possible that at least some farmers would would have specified the unit 
incorrctly. 
2.6 The mail questionnaire 
The questionnaire that was finally used covered two sides of A4, folded in 
the middle to make an A5 booklet. All recipients were asked to reply to the 
first two sides of this 'booklet' (Part A) and those with trees or otherwise 
interested in the subject were asked to fill in Part B as appropriate. (See 
Appendix A.) Division of the questionnaire into two parts achieved 3 main 
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objectives: 
It reduced the length of the questionnaire for most participants, which 
encourages response. 
It obtained in-depth information from a different sub-sample of the 
population than the interviews would subsequently cover. 
It provided some information which would be useful when designing the 
interviews. 
Thus Part A provided information of fact and of opinion that would probably 
be known by the farmer without too much need for referral to other 
information. 
The questions were discussed with a number of agricultural economists in 
Scotland with the belief that the numbers of people involved would increase 
the number of problems forseen. These consultations were most helpful and 
produced a number of alterations. However one or two things, resulting from 
question wording were not forseen and in fact slipped through the pilot survey 
as well. They relate to questions 2,3,4 and 8 and will be briefly outlined here. 
Qn.2 	 "If the farm is managed in conjunction with others,. .--- - 
please give details here" 
This was intended to identify multiple holdings, where it is possible that 
attitudes to (and areas of) trees would be significantly different from farms 
made up of a single holding. However since it fails to specify other holdings it 
was often interpreted as referring to other people involved in management 
decisions so that the number replying correctly is not quantifiable. 
Qn.3 	 "When you took over the farm, how many of the 




Since there is no "no trees" category, those respondents in that situation were 
unsure whether to reply "all" or "none". By reference to questions 5 and 8, this 
could be corrected. 
Qn. 4 "Total farm area 	...... acres 
Total wooded area 	...... acres No. of blocks ...... 
Area broadleaves 	...... acres conifers ..... acres 
Scrub 	acres 
free standing trees 
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Question 4 follows the Forestry Commission census in allocating woods 
into two categories - mainly conifer and mainly broadleaf. However it is not 
sufficiently explicit and with no category for "mixed" woods, some farmers 
wrote 'mixed' and gave one area, whilst others probably allocated some to 
broadleaf and others to conifer and still others allocated areas according to the 
majority of species. A number of farmers wrote a number of trees, rather than 
an area and it might therefore have been helpful if we had given the option to 
express tree cover in numbers as well as offering the choice of unit for area 
(as mentioned earlier). 
Qn. 8 	 "Have trees been cut for: 
farm firewood 
farm fencing 
other farm use" 
Since many have used dead and lying wood, but have not cut trees, unless 
diseased or otherwise dying, this question also left room for doubt. Some 
solved the dilemma by ticking firewood and writing 'not cut' or 'only if dead' by 
the side. 
Excluding these points the questions seem to have been fully understood 
and unambiguously answered, although often the aspect and elevation of the 
farm were not known. 
2.7 The interview survey 
About 10% of the original sample of farmers were selected for the 
interview. This percentage was an artefact of the selection method chosen, 
rather than a deliberate strategy. It was decided that any farm that indicated 
that any trees were present on the farm should be eligible for interview. 
Whilst this included more farms with minimal tree numbers on them than was 
perhaps ideal, it gives a more accurate picture of the general situation on 
farms in the U.K. than if we had limited interviews to farms with a minimum 
tree area of perhaps 1 ha. A random sample of 25% of farms with trees was 
selected for both Scotland and Northern England. The original intention was to 
get economic and financial data from the farmers but after the first visits it 
became apparent that this would not be possible. All interviews were 
conducted by myself and a copy of the final list of questions used is included 
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in Appendix A. A rigid questionnaire was not devised. 
This last point has both advantages and disadvantages. The coding 
becomes more complicated, and it is necessary either to have a large number 
of possible responses to cover nominally different replies received, or to 
subjectively group replies together in a way that reduces the impact of the 
flexible design of the survey. Generally some sort of compromise must be 
reached on this issue. Without a rigid questionnaire form it is also more 
difficult to judge whether there have been changes in response if the survey is 
subsequently repeated. However the freedom allowed to the recipient may 
reveal a rather different pattern of response, and unexpected replies may be 
more fully incorporated into the results if they are received. 
2.8 Summary 
A study of the literature emphasises 3 points for conduct of surveys: 
1. Wording must be clear and unambiguous to ensure that the questions 
answered are those --that it was intended to ask. 
- - 	- 	2. Prompts-and reminders are necessary to ensure a good level of response. 
This, in turn, permits the assumption that non-respondents are not 
materially different from the respondents and that the results are 
therefore representative of the whole sample. 
3. The sample must be randomly selected to ensure that the statistical 
analysis is valid. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS OF THE MAIL SURVEY 
3.1 The survey 
The postal survey was eventually sent out in 3 batches. The first 
questionnaires to be sent were those to the Scottish farmers. As farming is to 
a great extent a seasonal occupation, it was preferred that the surveys should 
be sent during the winter months; thus the first posting to Scottish farms took 
place at the end of January 1984. This was slightly delayed by the absence of 
the English sample as it had originally been intended that the forms should all 
be sent at the same time. However it was eventually decided to dispatch the 
Scottish part of the survey independently since the names and addresses were 
already available and further delay seemed unnecessary. When the sample for 
the English part of the survey arrived it was assembled and sent out as soon 
as possible (mid-May 1984). The Cumbrian questionnaires were held back as 
the possibility had arisen of having the whole of this area covered by interview 
surveys. This arrangement finally fell through in late 1984 and the Cumbrian 
surveys went out in late January 1985. 
The mail survey was sent to 1184 farmers in Scotland and to 979 farmers in 
England. A total of 873 farms in Scotland and 647 in England replied. This 
falls well short of the 90% that would be required for assumption of a 
negligible response bias (Scott 1961) but it is, none-the-less, quite acceptable 
as a working set of results. Table 3.1 contains details of the breakdown of 
replies. It illustrates the proportion of respondents who indicated that they had 
trees on their property, as well as the number that had to be abandoned as 
they were considered to contain inadequate information for the main analysis. 
These results are given for the sample as a whole and for the Scottish and 
English parts separately. 
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Table 3.1 Breakdown of numbers involved in the survey. 
I 	England Scotland England 
Number of: with Scotland 
Forms Sent I 	2163 .1184 979 
Replies 1522 875 647 
of which: I 
usable I 	1210 	. 708 502 
inadequate I 312 167 145 
With trees I 	920 544 376 
Interview I 	234 126 108 
sample 
Visited I 	190 112 78 
3.2 Representativeness of response 
3.2.1 Distribution of replies compared with that of the sample provided 
It is possible to compare the distribution of the replies with that of the 
sample provided. This is because three of the variables defined for the set of 
replies are also available for the whole sample to whom the forms were sent, 
since the information was provided by D.A.F.S. and M.A.F.F. when they selected 
the samples. These are the variables COUNTY and SIZE. (The additional 
variable is FARMTYPE and is only relevant in Scotland.) Whilst the distributions 
of these variables may not be of particular interest in themselves they will help 
to support the hypothesis that the replies are representative of the population 
from which they are drawn and are not biased. Should any of these variables 
prove to be strongly correlated with, for example, the presence or size of 
woodlands on farms, or the type of trees grown, it will be of particular help to 
show whether or not the distribution is typical. If it is shown that the 
distribution is not typical it will prove difficult to justify any inference from the 
survey results to the farm population in general. 
To compare the two distributions, a statistic called Chi-squared (x 2 ) is 
calculated. This contrasts the "expected" frequency distribution - that is the 
frequency distribution that would be predicted (from the distribution obtained 
for the farms provided) for a random sample of a given size - with the 
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"observed" frequency, which actually exists, of values obtained from the 
responses. The statistic x2 can then be compared with the tables drawn up by 
Pearson in 1899 and corrected in 1922 by 'ule and Fisher (Snedecor and 
Cochrane, 1960) and the probability of the value of x2 being consistent with 
the hypothesis under which it was drawn up, can be calculated. 
0i = observed frequency for each sample 
E1 = expected frequency for each sample 
= 	[O - E,] 2 + [O - Es 1 2 
E 1 	 Ei 
The tables allow the consideration of the degrees of freedom involved. The 
resulting value x2 is compared to the table value for the same number of 
degrees of freedom. 
The x2 statistic was therefore calculated for the Scottish distribution of 
these 3 variables. It was found that the hypothesis that the replies came from 
the same distribution as the parent sample could be accepted for all the 
variables. An additional hypothesis (H 0) comparing the distribution of the replies 
with that of non-respondents was also tested and demonstrated the 
importance of achieving a high response rate. In the case of each of these 
variables H 0 had to be rejected at the 5% level, indicating that the distribution 
of respondents and non-respondents can not be taken to be from the same 
population. However the proportion of farmers who have replied is high 
enough to prevent these differences resulting in the distribution of repondents 
being significantly different from the sample population who received the 
survey. 
In the case of the FARMTYPE distribution, it seems that the bulk of the 
difference is due to the atypically high response rate of the farms in the 
"mixed" category. Only one farm out of 17 in this category failed to reply, and 
only one other had to be rejected for containing insufficient information. The 
other main influence on the calculated value of chi-squared is caused by the 
low response rate amongst the farms which make a negligible economic 
contribution. In the case of the distribution of the SIZE variable it was found 
that the size group 2 - 5 ha is under-represented and those for 100 - 200 and 
for 200 - 500 ha are over-represented. The value of x2 for the COUNTY 
distribution was most noticably influenced by a large individual value for 
Tayside and another for Dumfries and Galloway, which were under-represented 
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and over-represented respectively. 
Generalisation from this set of responses is possible, whilst an awareness 
of the differences found, should help to discern the appropriateness of doing so 
for each individual case. 
The distributions of two variables for the English farms can be compared in 
the same way. These are COUNTY and SIZE and the same pattern can be seen. 
The distributions of the replies and the sample population that received the 
questionnaire are found to be sufficiently similar for the hypothesis that they 
are from the same distribution to be acceptable. However for both COUNTY 
and SIZE, when the replies are compared with the non-respondents, the 
possibility that they are from the same distribution has to be rejected. In 
general the size distribution shows that all the small categories (up to 20 ha) 
are under-represented in the responses and the larger holdings are 
over-represented. In particular, farms between 5 and 10 ha have failed to reply 
and those between 100 and 200 ha show a high rate of response. As far as 
counties are concerned the Western half of North Yorkshire shows a high 
response rate when compared to the proportion who did not reply and 
Northumberland also shows a rather high response. Cumbria on the other 
hand has responded rather poorly. 
3.2.2 Comparisons with other sources 
The results obtained indicate that in the survey area as a whole, 
approximately 60% of farms have trees on them. This is rather higher than the 
figure obtained in the M.A.F.F. census of environmental data on farms which 
gives 50% as its summary figure. Even if the figures for Northern England are 
considered separately this value only drops to 58%. The M.A.F.F. survey only 
included farms of 5 ha or more and was weighted to increase the chance of 
selection of farms with woods recorded in the Census, so that one would 
expect the number of farms with trees to be higher than in the current survey. 
This result however includes farms with a few scattered trees as 'having trees', 
which the M.A.F.F. survey specifically excludes. The weighting of the official 
statistics may have resulted in an increase in the proportion of the farm area 
that is under woodland, rather than an increase in the number of farms with 
woods. This difference might equally be caused by non-response amongst 
farmers with no trees on their property, or by the geographical differences in 
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the areas covered by the surveys. No further evidence on this point can be 
provided. 
It is considered likely that, in general, farms in the study area have a higher 
woodland coverage, being more predominantly upland, than the M.A.F.F. sample 
which only covered England and Wales. It is known that the 'rejects' included 
forms where the only information given was in the words "no trees" or "no 
woods" scrawled across the paper as well as others where the presence of 
trees is indicated but little else of use is given; this does not guarantee that 
the non-respondents contain the same mixture. Thus the possibility that these 
results are over-representive of farms which have trees on them remains. In 
the absence of independent evidence to confirm or deny it, this slight query 
must be borne in mind. However in much of our subsequent analysis interest 
concentrates on those respondents who have trees on their farms, and this 
uncertainty over the results is, in that context, not of great importance. In 
addition, given that much of the analysis is to involve comparisons between 
groups which will contain the same (if any) bias, concern over this point may 
be minimised (O'Muirchearteaigh and Payne, 1977). 
3.2.3 The response from tenants 
It was anticipated, when the survey was undertaken, that there might be 
major non-response from tenant farmers. This was due to the fact that so 
many tenants have no control over the trees on their farms and therefore have 
no interest in them. To reduce this impact, the covering letter stressed that it 
was preferable for farm occupiers to reply on their own behalf, rather than to 
hand the form over to the estate factor or forester. In a random sample it is 
likely that a number of the home farms of large estates will be selected and 
that the 'landlord's, perspective' would thus be covered independently. However 
it is known that some tenants did ask someone else to complete the form, and 
that others failed to return theirs at all. Thus it was decided that the replies 
received must be scrutinised to determine whether or not there is an adequate 
representation of the views of tenants. To do this the replies can be compared 
with the official statistics from the M.A.F.F. regarding tenure. 
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Table 3.2 gives the results which were obtained from the postal survey, 
relating to farm tenure. It can be seen that nearly 30% of farmers are tenants, 
in both Scotland and Northern England. The 1987 Annual Review of Agriculture 
quotes the proportion of farms in Great Britain that are mainly owner occupied 
as being 70 % in 1986 which leaves 30% as mainly tenanted. When this is 
broken down to give figures for Scotland and England separately, the results 
are ,70.9% in England and 59.8% in Scotland (40.2% tenanted) (HMSO 1986b). It 
is clear therefore that, in Scotland, there has been some under response from 
tenants. The picture for England is less clear, since it is impossible to 
distinguish the statistics for the area covered from those for the whole of 
England. 
In general the fact that the definitions used in the survey do not exactly 
correspond to the results given in the official statistics makes more detailed 
comparison impractical. Nevertheless, the correspondance between the results 
is acceptable. 
3.3 Some theoretical aspects of the analysis 
3.3.1 Distribution of area variables 
A brief examination of the data sets obtained revealed that the mean, mode 
and median statistics were very different sizes and that several of the 
distributions contained a large number of zero values combined with a small 
number of very large values. As a result, it was recognised that use of 
Student's t-test to assess any differences in the mean values, or indeed the 
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use of any other test that assumes a normal distribution of the data it is being 
used with would be inappropriate. In the main, one of the two tests outlined 
below has been used. 
3.3.1.1 Mann-Whitney (M-W) test 
The Mann-Whitney test can be used to test the hypothesis that 2 parts of a 
sample have independent distributions. Thus, if a sample such as that resulting 
from the mail survey is divided according to one variable with a "yes or no" or 
other dichotomous result (such as the variable NAT, which can take the value 
1=English, or 2=Scottish) the M-W test can be used to assess the likelihood 
that the distributions of the two subsamples are similar, or not. This is 
achieved by "labelling" each value for the variable under test according to its 
response to the dichotomous variable and then ranking all the values in order. 
The M-W statistic calculates which of the two samples has the highest mean 
rank and results in a statistic which can then be compared with standard tables 
to assess the probability of the difference in mean ranks being significant. This 
test can be performed on SPSSX  and has been used extensively to examine 
whether differences between English and Scottish data are significant or not. 
In large samples, such as these, the power of this test is very great, 
approaching 95% of the power of the t-test. (Siegel 1956) 
3.3.1.2 Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test 
This test relates to 2 related samples; in other words, in the context of this 
survey the distributions of 2 variables within one case rather than 1 variable in 
2 sub-samples. The test involves comparing the two variables for each case 
and recording both the sign and the size of the differences between them. The 
differences are summed, and the absolute values of the differences are ranked. 
Under the null hypothesis, that the two variables have distributions of values 
that are not distinct, the statistic calculated, Z, has a normal distribution with 
mean zero and variance of 1. Z can be compared with standard tables to assess 
the probability of a given value occurring. (Siegel 1956) 
3.3.2 Calculation of means 
Another consequence of the non-normal distributions that have been found 
is that the mean becomes a less useful measure of central tendency since it is 
biased and the estimation of confidence limits becomes meaningless. In 
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general the median has been used as a replacement measure, together with 
the upper and lower quartiles, (U.Q. and L.Q.) although the mean is shown 
alongside the median in many cases. 
Where the mean is used, there are different ways to calculate it; they 
involve the use of various numbers as divisor. The sum of the values obtained 
can be divided by 
the potential number of replies 
the actual number of replies 
the number of non-zero replies. 
Each of these possibilities has different merits, but also measures something 
different and it is important to know which is being used and what the 
implication of doing so may be, hence n, the number of cases included, is 
generally listed in the tables. 
3.3.3 Regional groupings 
Further breakdown of the data on a regional basis is possible. The farm 
samples were provided with an "identifier" in the form of their parish number 
and address and, in the case of England, their county number. Using the 
available information the Scottish farms were divided into 12 areas. [Note: the 
specification given was for mainland farms, but a handful of island addresses 
were included and thus a specific 'region' was created to include these 
holdings only.] The regions created are somewhat arbitrary, and not of'the 
same size. They do approximate to geographical areas, but some of the old 
counties had one holding and some of the Regions seemed too disparate, thus 
Argyll stands on its own whilst Selkirkshire is incorporated in Borders Region. 
3.4 Postal survey Results 
This section aims to present a resume of the general results obtained from 
the main survey. Discussion of these results is intended, for the most part, to 
be presented in Chapter 6, except where it would be inappropriate to omit it at 
this stage. Where the results for the farms in England appear to be 
significantly different from those in Scotland, they are presented separately. 
48 
3.4.1 General results 
Farm area 
Of the 873 farms in Scotland who took part in the survey, 708 gave 
sufficient information for analysis. None-the-less 29 of these farms failed to 
state the area of their farm, so that the mean is calculated from 679 farms. (A 
variable named FARMHA has been defined to describe total farm area, on each 
farm in the survey, in hectares. See Appendix B for glossary of variable 
names.) The value thus obtained is 245.4 ha. In terms of the size categories 
provided by the Department of Agriculture for Scotland this is size 9 
(200-500ha). The most frequently occurring size group (the modal value) is 
size group 7 (50 - lOOha). The median is 78.9 ha, which is also within size-
group 7. This illustrates the strong influence of the small number of large 
holdings on the calculation of the mean and the necessity to use the 
non-parametric tests. Only 7.4% of the Scottish holdings were greater than 
500 ha, but the largest of them was 19021 ha. 
In the English part of the sample the contrast between holding sizes is not 
so stark. The average is calculated from 488 holdings, although of the 647 
holdings which took part in the survey 502 gave enough material to be 
included in general analysis. The figure thus arrived at is 71.7 ha, (which is in 
group F of the English size categories). The median value for English farms is 
42.9 ha which is in the English size category E. The maximum size of holding in 
England is 876.2 ha and only 0.8% of holdings are greater than 500 ha. The 
modal size group, is 20 - 50 ha. 
Considering the difference in the values obtained for the Scottish and the 
English farms a Mann-Whitney test was carried out to assess whether or not 
this difference was sufficient to be statistically significant. The value obtained 
for the Mann-Whitney coefficient was 117440 which was found to be 
significant at the 1% level. 
[Note: The size groups provided by the English and Scottish Agriculture 
Departments are not identical. The two lists are given in Appendix C. To 
facilitate cross-comparisons and correlations, a new variable called AGGHA, 
based on the size groups provided by D.A.F.S. has been created. This allocates 
each farm to a category according to the value given for the variable FARMHA.] 
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The median for the sample as a whole, combining results from both the 
Scottish and the English farms is 62.3ha, which falls into category 7 of the 
variable AGGHA. - - 
Woodland Area 
A difference similar to that seen for FARMHA can be observed between the 
English and Scottish mean values of TOTWOHA (which is the name given to the 
variable recording in hectares the total area of woodland on the holding). 97 
English farms did not provide a value for this variable; the mean is therefore 
calculated over 405 farms and is 3.1 ha. It is worth noting that for the 
woodland variables a large number of zero values are recorded. Of the English 
farms, 33% of the replies (137) record a zero area for TOTWDHA. If omitted 
from the calculation the mean would then become 4.2 ha. That is, the mean 
area of woodland on English farms in the survey is 3.1 ha, but the mean area 
of woodland on farms with woodland is 4.2ha. The median values in these 
cases are 0.607 ha and 1.58 ha. In general, interest in this chapter will 
concentrate on the general figure, not that specific to farms with woods. 
In Scotland 108 of the possible 708 farms did not give a value for 
TOTWDHA so that the average is calculated for 600 farms and the mean is 12.6 
ha. The median is only 0.809 ha, which demonstrates clearly the combined 
effect which the large number of zero values and a small number of high 
values can have. In this case the number of zero values is 179 which is 30% 
of the total. If these are omitted from the calculation of the mean, it rises to 
17.9ha. The median value rises to 2.02ha. 
In Scotland 24 farms had greater than 50 ha of woods; in England only one 
farm had. This result is shown below in percentage terms. 
[Note: a second aggregated variable has been calculated, assigning farms to 
categories according to the value of TOTWDHA that they gave in their reply. 
The new variable is called AGGWD.] 
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Table 3.3 Distribution of holdings by size of woodland 
AGGWD 	 Scotland England 
ha 
0 25.3 27.3 
1 0 - 0.5 13.9 12.0 
2 0.5 - 1.0 6.2 9.6 
3 1.0 - 2.0 8.1 8.8 
4 2.0 - 5.0 11.7 11.0 
5 5.0 - 10.0 5.9 5.6 
6 10.0 - 20.0 6.4 4.0 
7 20.0 - 50.0 3.8 2.4 
8 50.0 + 3.4 0.2 
9 	missing 	 15.3 	19.3 
The Mann-Whitney test for two independent samples was carried out to 
determine whether or not the difference seen in the values of the various 
averages was sufficient to indicate that the English and Scottish woodland 
areas come from the same distribution or not. The statistic calculated was 
109835.8 which was found to be highly significant, the one-tailed probability 
being less than 0.001. This is to be expected given that the farm sizes in 
Scotland have been found to be larger than those in England; the only 
exception would be if there were no correlation, or a negative one, between 
farm size and area of woods. 
For the combined distribution, of English and Scottish farms together, the 
mean value of TOTWDHA is 8.8 ha, calculated over 1005 values. The median is 
0.81. 
The total woodland area recorded is 8796.85 ha and the total farm area is 
201660.6 ha. This indicates that 4.4% of farmland has woodland cover on it. 
The figure does include some large forestry holdings, which are run as an 
integrated part of an agricultural estate. It also includes some large areas of 
highland moors and deer forest. Thus as a broad indicator of the general 
position it seems a reasonable estimate. 
When the woodland area is divided into predominantly broadleaved trees 
and predominantly conifer trees, a difference is seen between the two regions 
covered by the survey (see table 3.4). Because the median values for Scotland 
are zero (ie. more than 50% of values where farmers have given details of the 
sort sort of woodlands they have are zero) the upper quartile has been 
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included. 
Table 3.4 Table showing breakdown by woodland type. 
Scotland N. England 
CONFERHA  
mean 9.0 1.3 
median 0 0 
upper quartile 0.8 0.4 
valid observations 501 298 
missing values 207 204 
maximum value 1510.0 38.0 
Total CONFERHA 4505.5 396.7 
BRDLJFHA 
mean 1.9 1.5 
median 0 0.2 
upper quartile 0.8 1.2 
valid observations 502 316 
missing values 206 186 
maximum values 121.5 24.3 
Total BRDLFHA 964.3 473.0 
N.B.CONFERHA is the variable expressing area of conifers on 
the farm, in ha. 
BRDLFHA is the variable expressing area of broadleaves 
on the farm, in ha. 
In a comparison of the medians for the broadleaved distribution the English 
figure is found to be greater than the Scottish figure, despite the fact that the 
Scottish mean is larger than the English mean value. For conifers the 
comparison has to be made between the upper quartiles. This is greater for 
Scotland than for England. (The mean area of conifers in Scotland is 
considerably greater than that for England as was seen for the variables 
FARMHA and TOTWDHA.) The figures appear to indicate that a higher 
proportion of woodland on farms in England is broadleaf that in Scotland. 
As with the results obtained for TOTWOHA, the extremely high number of 
zero values given for both CONFERHA and BRDLFHA must be considered. 498 
replies to the question about conifers stated that there were none (193 in 
England and 305 in Scotland). If these are taken into account, the mean value 
of CONFERHA (on those farms which have conifers) rises to 22.7 ha in Scotland 
and 3.8 in England. The median for Scotland rises from 0 to 2.02 ha and in 
England it becomes 1.21 ha. For BRDLFHA the picture is similar. 453 zero 
values were recorded (143 in England and 310 in Scotland). Omitting these 
replies gives median values of 1.0 ha in England and 1.21 in Scotland. (The 
corresponding mean values are 2.7 ha for England and 4.9ha for broadleaves in 
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Scotland.) 
The Mann-Whitney U statistic calculated for CONFERHA, dividing the results 
according to whether they were from farms in England or in Scotland, was not 
found to be significant at the 5% level for a 1-tailed test (P0.52). This is due 
to the fact that although the means seem to be much higher for Scotland than 
for England, one value accounts for more than one third of the total recorded; 
a few others are also very large. Since the Mann-Whitney test gives no more 
weight to very high values than it would to those only marginally higher than 
the majority, the result is that despite the difference in the size of the means, 
the difference between the two distributions is not found to be significant. The 
result for BRDLFHA was found to be significant at the 1% level; that is, there is 
a difference between the distribution of broadleaved woods on farms in 
Scotland and that in England; in general the area of broadleaves is larger on 
English farms than it is on Scottish farms. 
An additional question was used in the survey in which farmers were asked 
- to record the area of scrub woodland on the farm. In at least one case this 
value has been recorded as additional to the area recorded in TOTWDHA. The 
area recorded as scrub is almost certainly predominantly broadleaf, but there is 
nothing in the wording of the questionnaire to ensure this. Despite these 
equivocations it should be recorded that this variable had a mean in England of 
0.7 ha and in Scotland of 2.9 ha, calculated from 275 and 500 farms 
respectively. The median value in both cases was zero, but the upper quartile 
for Scotland was 0.9 ha and for England it was 0.1 ha. In England the 
maximum value was 16.2 ha whereas in Scotland it was 263 ha and the total 
area recorded was 8 times that recorded for Northern England. Once again, 
omitting the zero values leads to a considerable change in the average values; 
for Scotland the median value becomes 1.9 ha whilst in England it rises to 0.97 
(and the means to 7.79 and 2.62 ha respectively). Thus the "typical" farm with 
scrub has almost twice as much in Scotland as it has in England. Using the 
Mann-Whitney test, the difference between the English and Scottish 
distributions was found to be significant at the 1% level. 
The average figures for the whole sample are given in table 3.5 below. 
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Table 3.5 Average Figures for whole sample. 




FARMHA 62.3 125.4 72.9 1166 0 
TOTWDHA 0.8 3.4 8.8 1005 316 
CONFERHA 0.0 0.8 6.1 799 498 
BRDLFHA 0.0 0.8 1.8 818 453 
SCRUBHA 0.0 0.5 2.1 775 519 
PLTDHA 0.0 0.0 2.0 994 813 
FELLDHA 0.0 0.0 0.6 1038 809 
3.4.2 Results on farms with trees planted 
Two new variables have been described in Table 3.5. PLTDHA is the name 
given to the variable representing any areas of trees planted on the farm 
described in the first half of the mail survey. FELLDHA is the corresponding 
variable representing areas felled. 
The total number of farms planting trees has been defined as all farms with 
non-zero, non-missing, values for PLTDHA plus those who gave similar values 
for any of the variables defined in the second half of the mail survey which 
related to the planting of trees. Thus the total number of values recorded for 
PLTDHA is only a proportion of the number recorded as planting trees. 
The results of the postal survey indicate that on 23.8% of the farms (319 
farms) trees have been planted; it appears that the farms where trees have 
been planted are in general larger than those where no trees have been 
planted, and this was confirmed by a Mann-Whitney test whose result was 
significant at the 1% level. This is higher than the comparable result in the 
M.A.F.F. survey, where 1 in 5 of the farms (20%) had planted trees, but it covers 
any date during the present occupiers management, whereas the official figure 
relates only to the 1984/85 season. 
The median value of the farm area variable for those farms where trees 
have been planted is 101.2 ha, which is considerably larger than the median on 
the whole set of results. It is nearly double the median for the farms where 
there has been no planting, whose value is 52.6 ha. The mean area of 
"planting" farms is 333.1 ha and on those where no planting has occurred it is 
115.6 ha. The median woodland area is 2.02 ha, which is also higher than was 
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obtained for the general figure, although, since it has been found (see section 
3.5.3) that there is a correlation with farm size this is to be expected. The mean 
woodland area of these farms is also higher than the general figure given 
earlier, being 22.9 ha and on farms where there is no evidence of treeplanting 
it is only 3.14 ha, with a median 0.2 ha. 
The variable PLTDHA has a median of 0.405 on farms where there has been 
planting and a mean area of 8.3 ha. The mean value of PLTDHA is calculated 
from 237 replies, including some zeroes. The median value of FELLDHA, both in 
Scotland and in England, is 0 ha on the farms where trees have been planted. 
Only 38 of the English farms and 91 of the Scottish farms have recorded a 
non-missing, non-zero value of FELLOHA. On these farms the median area for 
FELLOHA is 0.7 ha in England and 1.6 in Scotland. 
The Mann Whitney (M-W) test was used here to ascertain whether or not 
the differences observed between the values obtained on farms where trees 
have been planted and those where there has been no planting is sufficient to 
be statistically significant. All values obtained were found to be significant at 
the 1% level. 
Table 3.6 Comparison of the area values for farms with 
treeplanting and those without. 
Planted not planted 
median mean median mean 
Ave. FARMHA 1101.17 333.1 52.61 115.6 
Ave. TOTWDHA I 	2.02 22.9 0.2 3.1 
Ave. CONFERHA I 0.81 19.2 0.0 0.75 
Ave. BRDLFHA I 	0.41 3.4 0.0 1.1 
Ave. SCRUBHA I 0.0 3.7 0.0 1.5 
Ave. PLTDHA I 	0.41 8.3 - - 
Ave. FELLDHA I 0.0 1.95 0.0 0.12 
Using the x2 statistic described earlier, it seems that this distribution could not 
have resulted from a random selection of 319 holdings; simply in terms of their 
location within the area surveyed the farmers who have planted trees do not 
appear to be representative of the general population of farmers in either 
Scotland or England. The hypothesis that they come from the same 
distribution would be rejected at the 1% level of confidence. 
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3.4.3 Regional results 
As would be expected the total area of woods in the different parts of 
northern England and Scotland varies, as does the total area of the farms 
covered by the survey. The difference in the size of the counties means that 
direct comparisons of woodland areas would not give comparable figures. If 
the proportion, P, of farms in each county replying to the two questions was 
consistent across the survey counties, the ratio 
R=total TOTWDHA 
total FARMHA 
could be used but P varies from 66% to 96% (although it is only less than 80% 
in two counties) which makes it inappropriate to use this figure. The means 
could be used, but have already been shown to be biased estimates and the 
question of which figure to use as the divisor would be a problem. A third 
option would be to compare the median of the distribution as it stands. The 
median is a 'per farm' figure and as such can give a rough ranking of the area 
of woodland on farms in the different counties. However it does not take 
account of the area of the farm itself, and would on its own therefore be 
misleading. In addition in some cases it will be zero because of the large 
number of zero values. Table 3.7 gives each of these values (total, median and 
mean) for each county, for both FARMHA and TOTWDHA. The figure given in 
the final column is the ratio of median TOTWDHA over median FARMHA 
expressed as a percentage to give a rough order for the counties of the 
proportion of woodlands per farm. It is very small for all counties. 
The means expressed in column 2 are the totals given in cal. 1 divided by 
the number of farms giving non-missing responses. The means in col. 6 are 
the total in col. 5 divided by the number of farms with non missing values for 
TOTWb. Thus it is the mean for those who replied to the question, and 
assumes that the mean of the missing values is the same. Columns 4 and 8 
give the numbers used as divisors. Evidently quite different results could be 
produced by using different denominators, such as the total possible number of 
replies in each county. 
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Table 3.7 Summary statistics for FARMHA and TOTWDHA by 
county 
FARMHA 	I 	TOTWDHA 
mean median ni I Total Mean median n2 % 
68.0 69.6 12 I 	27.3 3.0 0.0 9 0.0 
65.5 43.7 139 I 	210.0 1.7 0.6 125 1.37 
71.8 23.2 52 I 	114.7 2.6 0.0 45 0.0 
128.2 99.2 60 I 442.9 8.9 2.0 50 2.02 
60.0 39.5 198 I 	430.1 2.7 0.6 160 1.52 
65.7 47.2 26 I 19.7 1.2 0.4 16 0.84 
214.4 52.0 194 13337.9 19.1 0.4 175 0.77 
420.8 98.8 88 11063.7 13.5 1.2 79 1.21 
443.8 222.6 21 I 	488.7 25.7 1.0 19 0.45 
95.5 69.5 115 I 	262.1 2.7 0.6 97 0.86 
363.3 228.7 29 I 	260.0 10.4 3.2 25 1.40 
420.5 61.8 57 I 309.3 6.4 0.4 48 0.65 
80.7 55.7 18 I 	158.3 9.9 1.6 16 2.87 
198.9 111.1 92 I 583.9 7.3 1.2 80 1.08 
158.8 83.8 35 I 	937.3 28.4 0.2 33 0.24 
282.9 116.4 28 I 151.1 5.6 1.6 27 1.34 














D & G 118299.3 
Lothn I 5559.2 
Fife 	I 7922.4 
3.4.4 Results by farmsize 
In addition to the variation between counties that occurs in woodland 
pattern and is illustrated in Table 3.6, there is a strong correlation between 
farm size and woodland area which was guessed at because of the tendency 
for Scottish values of TOTWDHA to exceed the English ones. This is shown in 
the three tables which go to make up Table 3.8 which comprise the figures for 
England and Scotland separately and jointly. 
Intuitive reasoning led to the conclusion that larger farms have more 
woodland on them. It would perhaps be less easy to guess that the proportion 
of farms with no woods should be so high for all farm sizes, until they are in 
the region of 500 hectares and more. (This variable AGGWD relates to forms 
returned with a non-missing value of TOTWOHA. It therefore does not include 
those farms with scattered trees and those which have some woodland but did 
not record it.) 
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Table 3.8 Relationship beween AG( ;HA 
AGGHA 
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3,5 Farmer attitudes 
3.5.1 General survey 
In addition to the summary statistics which have been compiled and which 
describe the areas of farms, and the woodlands on them, there is a set of 
variables relating to the farmers' attitudes. Each farmer was asked to express 
his level of interest in a range of attributes which are sometimes credited to 
woodland: shelter, firewood, etc. including some of the more negative examples 
such as the provision of cover for pests. (See Appendix A for a copy of the 
questionnaire.) 
This part of the survey was accomplished through the use of 'multiple 
choice' questions; in other words, the reply would be in the form of a tick in 
whichever column was the most appropriate. There were 4 choices; "not 
applicable", "slight relevance", "average relevance", and "great relevance". The 
number of respondents who omitted some of these questions was perhaps 
surprisingly high. It seems likely that instead of giving a "not applicable" 
response, farmers opted to ignore that line of the table. This cannot be 
assumed, however, and as a consequence it has been necessary to add a 5th 
category, "question omitted", to the analysis. 
Among these variables, shelter was found to be the most important 
attribute of farm woodlands, from the farmers' point of view: particularly shelter 
for the steading or for stock. 76% of farmers were found to mention at least 
one type of shelter, and 27% mentioned all three shelter types as being at 
least slightly useful on the farm. Stock shelter was the most frequently 
mentioned, with 30%  of those who included it, regarding it as of "great 
importance". A counter-question relating to trees shading crops was included 
but was found to be of relevance by a smaller proportion of farmers (40.2% 
than the problems caused by pests - whether insects or birds and mammals - 
living in the trees or gaining shelter from them (52.5% (flies etc) and 48.7 
respectively.) 
It was anticipated that firewood might be considered a bonus resulting from 
existing woods on the farm and in response to a separate question about the 
use that cut trees are put to 37% of farmers said that one of these uses is 
firewood. 4% volunteered that they did not cut wood for firewood and since 
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the question did refer to "cut trees" it is therefore quite likely that the 37% is 
an underestimate. This is supported by the fact that a total of 52% of farmers 
answered the appropriate 'multiple choice' question to indicate at least minimal 
use of firewood. 
The more negative part of the 'multiple choice' table had a rather low 
general response to it compared with the beneficial aspects (50% n.a or 
omitted). It is uncertain whether this is more attributable to the fact that the 
questions were not mixed, but presented in two groups, or to the farmers' level 
of awareness of the detrimental side of owning woods. In view of the 
traditional view that farmers are rather antipathetic towards trees, the latter 
might be a rather surprising finding but the variation, within different 
subgroups, in the numbers responding in different ways seems to indicate that 
the questions were in fact being read, and this is supported by Scott (1961). 
3.5.2 Subgroups of farms 
All these results are altered by the exclusion of farms with no trees on 
them from the analysis, and even more so by restricting these calculations to 
the 319 farms where planting has taken place during the present manager's 
occupation. The results are given in a rather compressed form in Table 3.9. 
The changes are understood mainly to be caused by the fact that the number 
of non-responses and the number of 'not-applicable' replies is likely to be 
lower amongst those who have some trees and those who have planted trees, 
rather than by any great change in the distribution of replies. 
There are some changes, however, which cannot be explained in this way. 
The proportion of farmers who responded to the possibility of control of snow 
drift, saying that it was of great importance, rose from one fifth of those who 
felt it was relevant at all, in the general survey to one quarter of those who 
have actually planted trees. It is also true that the proportion of farmers 
whose response was "great relevance" to the questions about wildlife, 
landscape, and private amenity was over one third of all who had planted trees, 
including those who felt it was not applicable or had omitted the question. 
In the case of the three variables relating to the monetary benefits of 
having trees, (only two are included in the list of results given in Table 3.9) it 
was unexpected to see that the number of people who felt that these were not 
applicable was actually higher amongst those who had trees than in the 
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general survey. It is felt that some farmers may believe that this is why others 
have trees on the farm. Amongst those who had planted trees the proportion 
of "not applicable" replies had dropped again to less than in the general 
population. This was also true of the variable indicating let shooting rights 
(which is also omitted from Table 3.9), and for crop lodging. The same sort of 
explanation may hold true for the former, but the converse explanation is 
possible for crop lodging - it may be believed that this is why others may 
suffer from crop lodging. 
Table 3.9 	Table of Responses to "multiple choice" question. 
Variable 	j Whole sample 
1% 1% 
I relevntl n.a 
11 
36.7 41.7 crop shelterl 
stock 	sh 	I 69.7 14.9 
steading sh 	I 51.5 28.8 
control snowl 37.7 40.8 
shooting 	(P)I 29.6 47.6 
amenity I 54.0 25.5 
landscape 	I 61.1 18.8 
wildlife I 61.8 18.5 
firewd 	I 52.1 27.5 
income I 20.4 47.9 
capital gainl 12.7 63.3 
shading 	I 40.2 34.7 
flies I 52.5 23.5 
pests 	I 48.7 26.1 
debris j 39.3 33.7 
cost 	 I 26.0 46.4 












































































Where the negative aspects of having woodlands on the farm are concerned it 
was expected that there might be more awareness of them amongst those who 
actually had trees. In general the proportion who omitted questions on 
adverse aspects was smaller in this group than among the general farm survey; 
it was also obvious however that the farmers who had planted trees had in 
general a more positive attitude towards these 'problems'. The proportion 
considering them to be 'very important' was in only one of the seven instances 
higher amongst either the whole sample, or the subset of farmers with trees 
on the farm than it was among "planters". [This occurred in relation to the 
cost of having trees and underlines what was said earlier about the 
effectiveness of giving grants, since it implies that the cost of planting trees 
does not really register unless planting has been undertaken. Even so, it is 
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only 5.3% of farmers who feel that the cost is 'very important'.] Whether the 
positive attitude led to (and survived) the planting of trees on the farm in the 
first place, or results from the good effects of doing so, is difficult to assess. 
3.5.3 Summary 
77% of farmers who had planted trees said that they benefited from trees 
on the farm as opposed to the 52% of the general population and 60% of 
farmers with trees. This is a somewhat dubious comparison, since the number 
of farms with trees on them is not consistent between the general survey and 
the other two groups. However even the general survey figure indicates that a 
majority of farmers in the survey believe trees to be a benefit and this seems 
to be a reasonable assessment of the situation. The response to the survey 
was fairly satisfactory and in itself indicates some degree of interest amongst 
those to whom it was sent. It seems that a distinction can be drawn between 
the results obtained for the Scottish part of the survey and those for the 
English part of the survey, which seems to be largely due to the considerable 
difference in the size distributions that is seen. As expected, there is a 
correlation between the size of the farm itself and the likelihood that it will 
have trees on it. The proportion of farms that do not have any woodland on 
them is high for almost all size groups of farm. Only the Scottish group of 
farms of 2000 ha and more had no farms within it with no woods below 2 
hectares and the only English group of farms which all had some woods is the 
largest category, of between 500 and 1000 ha. 
It is apparent that a further understanding of the relationships between 
different characteristics of farms and farm woodlands may result from a deeper 
investigation of these results and that analysis by population subgroup may be 
worthwhile, in particular. This is presented in Chapter 5. Chapter 4 looks at 
the results of the interview survey. 
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CHAPTER 4 
THE INTERVIEW SAMPLE 
The interview survey- was carried out between December 1984 and 
December 1985. The interviews would, ideally, have taken place only during 
the winter months and although time did not allow this, the months of June, 
July, August and September were largely spent checking receipts and coding 
results, in order to avoid bothering the farmers at their busiest time. Thus the 
Scottish interviews were conducted in the first half of the year and the English 
ones in the second half. Unfortunately the appalling summer weather of 1985 
meant that, particularly in Cumbria, several farmers were too busy to be 
prepared to give up time for an interview. 
4.1 The survey 
A random sample of 25% of farms with a non-missing, non-zero value for - 
any one of the "tree" variables (ie. total woodland area (=TOTWDHA), individual 
trees, conifer area (=CONFERHA) etc) was created by the computer as part of 
the analysis of the mail survey. [The analysis has used S.P.S.S. (Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences) and its update S.P.S.S.' - a Fortran-based 
package intended for the analysis of survey results.] The random sample gave 
a group of 234 farmers; one hundred and ninety of them were visited. The - 
success rate in Scotland (112/126) was much better than in England (78/108). 
This was partly due to the poor summer, and partly due to a higher proportion 
who refused to take part, most of whom were on very small holdings or had a 
negligible area of trees. (60% of the English non-participants were either 
working on holdings of less than 10 hectares in area or had 0.45 ha (one acre) 
of trees or less on the holding; 30% came into both these categories.) By 
contrast, of the Scottish non-participants none had less than 10 hectares, 
although six of the fourteen had no more than 0.45 ha of trees. All farms 
visited had completed the original questionnaire to indicate that there were 
some trees present. In some cases these were very few, in others they were 
part of a well wooded estate; thus the range of sites visited was very wide. 
The interviews were conducted using a form of questionnaire which did not 
have a rigid question structure, the idea of this procedure being that sufficient 
flexibility would be allowed to encourage the respondent to contribute as much 
information as possible. The researcher, particularly in the early stages of the 
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work, did not have the expertise to ensure complete enumeration for each farm 
using this method but fortunately the omissions seem to have been irregular, 
and were for no farm sufficient to preclude the use of the interview material in 
data analysis. The use of a rigid form of questionnaire was considered and 
rejected, in retrospect probably correctly. 
As the farmers interviewed have all previously completed the postal 
questionnaire, in addition to providing information given at interview, they 
constitute a subsample of the mail survey and in some instances this provides 
a possibility of verification of the results. Some variables, such as farm area 
(FARMHA) and total woodland area (TOTWDHA and WOSHA) were covered both 
at interview and in the postal questionnaire. Therefore, for the one hundred 
and ninety farms interviewed, there is a possibility of 'checking' the answers 
given. Responses to the interview questions can, in a similar way, be verified 
against the background of the mail survey. 
4.2 Representativeness of the Interview Survey 
4.2.1 General Response 
The interview sample is by definition not expected to be representative of 
the farm population. A farm with no trees will have a smaller value for any 
woodland variable measured than one with trees will have, and as all the farms 
selected have trees present on them, the sample will quite clearly be unlike - 
both the population as a whole and the main sample used for the mail survey. 
It is possible that they may be atypical in other ways, and if this should prove 
to be so it might be of great relevance. It might be, for example, that the farm 
areas have a smaller average value than the general mail survey, or that their 
geographical distribution is markedly biased in some way. If so, then any 
policy intended to affect farm woodlands might be made more effective by 
making use of this information. It was, in fact, found that the mean rank of the 
values of the variable FARMHA was higher for farms with trees than for farms 
with no trees and using a Mann-Whitney test, the difference was found to be 
significant, that is, farms with trees tend to be larger than those with no trees. 
The use of a random selection of farms, for this second level of sampling, 
was decided on in order to minimise the chance of any variations in the 
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interview sample being caused by the method of selection of farms. The 
distribution of holdings selected for interview was subsequently examined, to 
determine whether or not they were significantly different from the set of 
replies obtained from holdings with trees on them - in other words to "check" 
on the degree of success with which the random selection had produced a 
random sample. 
Only one variable was found to have a statistically significant result. This is 
the variable CONFERHA whose result was found to be significant at the 5% 
level, although not at the 1% level. It appears that, by chance, a distribution 
has been selected which has more areas of, or larger areas of, conifer trees 
than a random selection would normally produce from a population of farms 
with trees. Dividing the replies up further, it was seen that in the English 
farms selected the distribution for CONFERHA was not distinct from that which 
it was drawn from but in Scotland it was. Looking at the two sets of 
CONFERHA values it became apparent that 54% of the farms not selected had 
zero values for this variable and that on the farms selected only 40% gave zero 
values. Largely as a result of this difference, it seems that the distribution of 
conifers on the farms in the sample selected for interview in Scotland is not 
representative of the distribution of farms with trees that it was drawn from. 
In subsequent analysis the woodland areas are sometimes considered after 
omitting all the zero values in which case the distribution of the variable 
CONFERHA on farms selected for interview is no longer distinct from that of 
the larger sample. 
It should also be noted that the Mann-Whitney statistic for SCRUBHA would 
have been found to be significant if the confidence level chosen was 10%. 
This may be relevant if, in later comparisons, there are any unexpected 
variations in this variable which have no other obvious explanation. 
4.2.2 Response from tenants 
It is interesting to see that the ratio of owners and tenants in the sample of 
interviewees is of much the same order as was found in the mail survey. 
Table 4.1 shows the results given in the mail survey for the question about 
tenure from the 190 farms interviewed, the sample selected for interviews and 
the whole set of replies received. 
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Table 4.1 Distribution by tenure, according to results from 
the mail suvey. 
interviewed I 	sampled tall replies 
farms I farms I 
No. % No I 	No 
owners 113 59.5 I 	141 60.3 I 	766 63.3 
Manager/ptnr 10 5.3 I 14 5.9 I 45 3.7 
factor 1 0.5 I 1 0.4 I 2 0.2 
mixed tenure 7 3.5 8 3.4 I 	36 3.0 
tenant 57 30.0 I 	68 29.1 I 	352 29.1 
(missing) (2) (1.1) I (2) (0.9) (9) (0.7) 
Total 	190 100.0 	1 234 100.0 11210 100.0 
In order to assess whether the group of farms visited for interviews is 
comparable with the mail survey results, they were recoded into 4 categories - 
and a X2  statistic was calculated, using all farms not visited to create the 
expected values. The value for x2  was 4.25 on 3 degrees of freedom. This 
indicates that any difference in the distributions is not statistically significant at 
the 5 % level. Looking at the individual x2  results however it was found that 
the category for managers/business partners etc. had much the largest value 
and was over-represented amongst the farms visited. It was therefore decided 
that the distribution of tenure on farms with trees should be looked at to see if 
this quirk could be related to the presence of trees, or whether it was simply a 
result of the selection process. 
If the group of farms selected is compared with those farms with trees 
which were not selected, the value of chi-squared indicates that there is no 
significant difference. If the farms visited are compared with all the other 
farms with trees (including those selected but not visited) a non-significant 
value for chi-square results. Thus both the farms selected and those actually 
visited are representative of farms with trees. In each case the individual 
chi-squared values are rather less than those obtained when the comparison is 
made between the interviewed (or selected) group and all farms not in that 
group (including those with no trees), although the latter are also small enough - 
for the difference between groups to be considered insignificant at the 5% 
level. 
When the farms with trees and those with no trees are compared, however, 
the value of chi-Squared is 150.78, on 3 degrees of freedom, and it is quite 
clear that the two Sets of results are different. Individual values for tenants, 
owner occupiers and managers or partners are all found to be statistically 
significant, athough it is the last of these which has most effect. Many more 
forms had been completed by people including themselves in this category, 
amongst farms with trees, than the number for farms with no trees had 
predicted. The number of tenants in the group with trees was low. This is to 
be expected, since even if the estate has trees, if the farmer has no control 
over what is done with the trees, because they do not come with the farm, he 
is likely to say that there are none. However the higher proportion of owned 
farms in the group of farms with trees is not necessarily to be expected, 
except that, given the size of the difference between the expected number of 
tenants and the actual number of tenants, it is possible that a part of the large 
chi-squared value obtained for owner-occupiers is a consequence of the 
subsequent change in the proportions. 
In summary it seems that there is a difference in the distribution of tenure 
on farms which do have trees and those which do not. This difference is 
ieflected in the individual value of chi-squared for managers obtained when 
comparing the difference between farms visited at interview and all other 
farms. It is not however sufficient to make the result statistically significant. 
In fact the value calculated for the farms selected for interview shows this 
difference more clearly and it seems that the individuals who did not reply 
have in some way "cancelled out" the extremely small number of managers in 
the group of farms with no trees, which contributed so greatly to the x 2 
calculated. The record from the mail survey of the farmers who, although 
selected, did not take part in the interview survey shows: 
28 owners 	 (63.6%) 
4 managers,or agents 	( 9.1%) 
1 mixed tenure 	 ( 2.3%) 
11 tenant 	 (25.9%) 
The category described as managers and agents appears to be rather 
higher than occurred in the set of farms who agreed to take part in the 
interview part of the survey. The difference is not significant but it explains 
the result seen earlier. It seems possible that this is an indication of a more 
business-like attitude of the employee towards the work that he does. That is 
to say: 
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- the employee may be less prepared to "waste" time helping with the survey 
- he or she have less interest in non-income-earning parts of the farm such 
as the trees. 
However, this is speculation and it would be difficult to justify this statement 
without successfully obtaining interviews and undertaking special questioning. 
The results obtained from the interview are slightly more specific in some 
ways than those given for the mail survey and they are given in Table 4.2. 
More detailed information was obtained about the type of tenancy which in 
part explains the discrepancy between the mail survey and interview survey 
results for the two largest categories (ie tenant and owner occupier). 
Table 4.2 Comparison of results from mail survey and 
interview survey for interview sample. 
	
interview I 	mail 
replies 	I survey 
TENURE 	 No. 	 I No. 
Owner 126 66.3 
Manager 5 2.6 
Mixed Tenure 10 5.3 
tenant, 	family own 7 3.7 
Landlord-tenant 2 1.1 
partnership 




- n. c. 
- n. c. 
57 	30.0 
Total interview sample 190 100.0 I 188 100.0 
"n.c." indicates that there is no comparable 
figure in the mail survey result. 
With regard to the results obtained from the interviews, if the 3.7% of farmers 
who are tenants on family owned land are included as tenants and if managers 
and agents are included under owner-occupied land, this puts the 'mainly 
owned' class up to 68.9% of farms and the proportion of 'mainly tenanted' 
farms at 25.9% with the mixed tenure farms as a separate 'unknown' category. 
Even with this slight manipulation of the figures, the result is 	still comparable 
with the official figure of 60% holdings which are mainly owner occupied in 
Scotland given in "Agricultural Statistics 1985 U.K." (HMSO 1987a) (and quoted 
in the previous chapter), perhaps surprisingly so. 
4.3 Results 
4.3.1 Farm areas 
The average farm area obtained from the sample of interview farms can be 
calculated from replies given at interview (Table 4.3A) or from the replies given 
in the mail survey (Table 4.313). 
Table 4.3 	Comparison of FARMHA statistics from mail survey 
and interview survey. 
Median L.Q. 	U.Q. 	Mean 	Sum 	n 
S 
I 81.55 36.37 142.67 	200.7 38130.2 	190 
B 	FARMHA I 80.94 36.27 139.42 	188.5 35440.3 	188 
The differences in these two sets of figures are not perhaps very large and 
they are not significant, but there is considerable discrepancy betweeen the 
total areas recorded. One possible explanation of this difference is, at first 
sight, that the two farms for whom the value of FARMHA (total farm area in 
hectares) is missing in the mail survey should have a combined area of 2690 
ha. However it is quite likely, that there are also differences between the areas 
stated at interview and those given on the questionnaire form by some of the 
other respondents. For instance, what used to be two farms may be run by 
one individual now, but although it is 'officially' one holding, the data from only 
the original farm may have been included for the mail survey. A landowner on 
the other hand may have several farms "in hand" and may have included their 
joint area in the postal response, when only one was in fact selected. In 
addition it is possible that in the time interval between completing the mail 
questionnaire and participating in the interview survey, one or more of the 
farmers may have bought or sold some land. Thus it is likely that the 
discrepancy is more than simply the difference between the 188 farms of the 
mail survey analysis and the 190 farms of the interview calculation. - 
By going back to the original forms it has been found that the two farms 
for which there are missing values are both Scottish and they come into 
categories 6 and 8 of the D.A.F.S. size groups (20 - 50 ha, and 100 - 200 ha). 
This makes it impossible that their joint area could be 2690 ha. The interview 
data can be divided into English and Scottish subsamples in the same way as 
the mail survey results have been divided, which may help to locate the 
discrepancies noted. Table 4.4 gives the summary statistics for the variable 
FARMHA, for farms in the interview survey, divided according to whether they 
are in Scotland or England. The results in Table 4.4A are from the interviews, 
and those in Table 4.4B are from the mail survey. 
Table 4.4 	Comparison of FARMHA statistics from mail and 
interview surveys for England and Scottish farms. 
FARMHA 	IMedian 	L.Q. 	U.Q. 	Mean 	Sum 	n missing 
scotiano jiui. 	DI.ib zuq.j 	LOD.O 
A 	 I 
England 	64.55 21.72 	92.68 	83.62 	6522 	78 	0 
	
Scotland 1101.78 53.72 191.72 263.06 28937 110 	2 
B 	 I 
England 1 64.55 20.48 	99.66 	83.38 	6503 	78 	0 
According to these data the English and Scottish farms can be divided into two 
separate groups on the basis of their average farm size; this was confirmed 
using a Mann-Whitney test for both the subsample of mail survey results that 
relates to the interview survey and the interview results themselves. Both 
sources give M-W statistics significant at the 1% level, indicating that the 
Scottish farms are larger than the English ones. This does not explain the 
difference that exists between the data sets arising from the two sources for 
Scottish farms. The English results are not Significantly different but a 
Wilcoxon test carried out on the Scottish distribution of the two variables 
showed that although the difference between these data is not significant at 
the 5% level, it would be at the 10% level. 
One benefit that comes from comparison of the answers given at interview 
with those given on the questionnaire form is that it is possible to consider 
some of the characteristics of those holdings where the farmer was unable or 
unwilling to take part in the interview survey. 
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Table 4.5 Table to compare farm areas for interviewees and 
"non-cooperators" for interviews, from mail survey 
results. 
FARMHA 	 median L.Q. U.Q. 	mean 
	min 	max no. 
Non participants 
Not selected I 	58.34 20.24 123.23 173.29 0.20 19021 936 
Scottish "no" 90.45 37.13 210.34 185.29 16.19 771 14 
Encz1ih 	"nn" I 	23.27 4.05 69.77 49.36 0.77 263 29 
Participants I 
E & S "yes" 	78.03 30.76 133.55 170.9 
	
0.77 10057 231 
Scottish "yes" 101.78 53.72 191.72 263.06 1.42 10057 110 
English "yes"I 64.55 20.48 99.66 	83.38 0.81 	526 	78 
There appears to be a difference between the size of farms selected for 
interview and those which were not selected for interview, which is significant 
at the 5% level, but not at the 1% level. If however the group of farms not 
selected is confined to those with trees, there is no significant difference in 
terms of FARMHA between these groups of farms. 
If the group of farms selected for interview is divided according to whether 
or not the interview took place, the farms visited appear to be greater than 
those not visited and the difference in size is significant at the 1% level. If the 
results are divided further so that within this group the English and Scottish 
results are examined separately, it seems that there is a significant difference-
between the farms interviewed and the "non-cooperators" in the English 
results, in terms of FARMHA at the 5% level, although not at 1%, but there is 
no such significance for the Scottish results. It was noted in Section 4.1 that 
the English "refusals" included a rather high proportion of small farms, which 
this result confirms. 
- As a result the final group of 78 farms that were interviewed in England has 
an average farm area greater than that of those who did not take part in this 
second stage of the survey i.e. the non response has caused an upward bias in 
the results. This. does not appear to be true for any of the other variables, 
none of which have significantly different distributions at the 5% level of 
confidence. The English and Scottish 'refusals' can again be viewed as coming 
from different distributions; in general the Scottish farms are larger than their 
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English counterparts. One further point of interest is that there is a significant 
difference in the results relating to area of trees felled (FELLDHA) between 
those farms who took part in the interviews in Scotland and those who did not, 
where FELLOHA is in general smaller. 
4.3.2 Woodland Areas 
Another variable for which comparisons can be made is the variable WOSHA 
in the interview survey which corresponds to the variable TOTWDHA in the mail 
survey. Average values are given in table 4.6 below. 
Table 4.6 Table comparing the variables TOTWDHA and WDSHA 
England+ 	Median L.Q. U.Q. 	Mean 	sum 	max 	n 
Scotland  
WDSHA 	I 1.62 
TOTWDHA I 1.62 
Scotland I 
WDSHA 	2.83 
TOTWDHA I 1.82 
	
0.41 	5.67 	14.17 2620.9 1639 	185 
0.41 5.26 15.2 	2689.8 1618.8 177 
0.81 	8.09 	21.5 2296.2 	1639.0 107 
0.45 6.07 21.3 2279.1 1618.8 107 
-- 	 England 	 -- 
WDSHA 0.81 	0.0 	4.05 	4.2 	324.7 	72.85 	78 
.TOTWDHA I 0.97 0.1 4.14 5.9 410.7 145.7 70 
For the range of results including both England and Scotland the figures 
obtained from the two sources appear very similar. However when the 
variables were compared using a Wilcoxon test the difference is found to be 
significant at the 1% level. The English results are not found to be significantly 
different, despite the differences seen in some values such as the total and 
maximum values given. This is probably because only 27% (as opposed to 
40% in Scotland) of the values for the two variables on each farm actually 
differ. The Scottish results are found to be significantly different when the two 
different sources are compared at the 1% level. 
The results for the interviewed farms, given in the mail survey results, 
shows that the distribution of TOTWDHA for farms in Scotland is significantly 
different from that in England, at the 5% level, although not at the 1% level. 
The interview results themselves, however, show the difference to be 
significant at the 1% level. 
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Table 4.7 illustrates the difference between those who took part in the 
interviews and those who did not, broken down to the individual country level. 
Table 4.7 Differences in TOTWDHA between farms selected for 
interview and those actually visited. 
TOTWDHA 	J Median L.Q. U.Q. mean 	max 	sum 	n 
Non oarticioants 
Not selected 	I 0.4 0.0 2.8 7.2 566.6 6007.6 788 
Scottish 	"no"I 1.2 0.1 6.9 3.1 11.3 43.4 14 
English "no"I 0.7 0.2 2.1 2.2 16.2 56.1 26 
Participants 	I 
E 	& 	S 11 yes"I 1.6 0.4 5.3 15.2 1681.8 2689.8 177 
Scottish "yes"I 1.8 0.5 6.1 21.3 1619.0 2279.1 107 
English 	"yes"I 1.0 0.1 4.1 5.9 145.7 410.7 70 
The non-participants are found to have woodland areas that are not 
statistically different from the participants for the sample as a whole, although 
for FARMHA it was found that the difference is significant. If the 
non-participants and participants are divided according to nationality there is 
still no significant difference between the average woodland areas recorded. 
4.3.3 Planting 
Seventy five of the interviewees (39.5%) said in the ?i1'ais'urvey that they 
had planted trees on their farms. The result was slightly' higher for Scotland 
than for England (42% as opposed to 36%). This contrasts with the wholecTail 
survey results, where slightly more of the English farms indicated that they had 
planted trees. These figures indicate that, looking at the mail survey data, the 
median value of FARMHA on farms where trees have been planted and for the 
combined results of Scotland and England is 104.41 ha. The median farm area 
of the 115 holdings where no trees were planted was 71.63 ha. The difference 
between these is found to be significant. To express this another way, tree 
planting takes place on farms, that are larger than those where no planting 
takes place. 
The median value of the variable WDSHA for those who have not planted 




area of woodland on farms where some planting has taken place is greater 
than on those where there has been no planting. This indicates that farmers 
with more woodland existing on the farm are more active in tree planting 
although it is not necessarily true that the greater woodland area is a result of 
the farmers' treeplanting activities. 
Table 4.8 illustrates the effect of dividing the interview data according to 
the mail survey findings relating to planting, for England and Scotland 
separately. 
Table 4.8 Interview survey results relating to planting 
(as defined by mail survey replies) 
median L.Q. U.Q. mean max sum n 
PLOT = "yes" 
_FARMHA_ I 
Scotland 1109.3 59.1 246.1 294.7 2832.9 13850.5 47 
England I 	96.5 40.1 148.5 131.0 526.1 2666.8 28 
WDSHA I 
Scotland 3.4 0.6 11.2 45.6 1639.0 2006.3 44 
England 3.9 0.2 9.8 8.33 72.8 233.3 28 
PLOT = "no" 
FARMHA_ I 
Scotland I 	98.3 55.0 169.2 279.4 10057.1 18161.7 65 
England I 	45.1 15.4 79.1 57.1 364.2 2855.3 50 
WDSHA 
Scotland I 	2.0 0.8 5.7 4.6 23.9 289.9 63 
England I 	0.2 0.0 2.1 1.8 14.2 91.4 50 
PLOT is a dichotomous variable defined to identify 
any farm where any treeplanting was recorded in 
the mail survey. 
The interview results confirm the mail survey finding that, of the farms 	- 
interviewed, the larger ones were more involved in tree planting. At the 
national level, Scottish farms that have been involved in tree planting are not! 
significantly different in size from those which do not plant trees, but English 
ones are. Similarly there is no difference in the woodland area on Scottish 
farms, although -there is in England. However they also show that the size 
difference between English and Scottish farms, where these are confined to 
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farms where there has been treeplanting, is not significant and nor is the 
difference between the area of woods on English and Scottish farms. 
A further comparison can be made by defining the group of farms where 
planting has occurred according to what was said at interview about 
treeplanting. This gives a rather larger group of 'planters' as only 37% said 
that they had not planted with a further 9% either omitting the question, 
considering it irrelevant, or commenting that some planting was done by the 
previous occupier. This left 53.4% who have undertaken tree planting of some 
sort on their holding, in a range from single amenity trees to regular planting 
in a rotation. 
Table 4.9 Interview survey results relating planting to 
FARMHA according to intervew replies. 
FARMHA 	I Median L.Q. U.Q. 	mean 	min 	max 	n 
(OWNPL = yes") 
England &I  
Scotland I 89.03 39.36 163.29 174.79 1.42 2832.9 101 
Scotland 1107.85 60.70 222.58 233.85 1.41 2832.9 	60 
England 	I 72.85 25.85 107.65 
	
88.6 2.02 	526.1 	41 
(OWNPL = no") 
England &I  
Scotland I 76.08 34.30 127.48 230.1 0.0 10057.1 	89 
Scotland 
	
91.06 43.51 158.44 338.0 6.1 10057.1 	52 
England 
	
63.13 20.24 	86.00 	78.4 0.0 	384.5 	37 
It is interesting to see that the mean area of farms where there has been 
no planting is, in Scotland, greater than on farms where there has been 
planting. This shows the inadequacy of the mean as a measure of central 
tendency in this situation. The difference between the two sets of farms is 
found not to be significant, although the farm areas are consistently higher, 
when this definition of farms where there has been planting is used. This is 
true for the individual results for England and Scotland as well. 
It is believed that this is due to the fact that a much tighter definition of 
'planting trees' was probably assumed by respondents to the postal survey, 
since the form includes a space for the 'area' not 'number' of trees. Whilst 
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some farmers included a number of trees planted that indicated that perhaps a 
few saplings had been planted in a field corner or hedge, it is likely that most 
were "intimidated" by the facts that an area was requested and that the form 
came from a University forestry department and they therefore decided to omit 
their own, minimal, planting. At the interview, farmers were asked whether 
they had planted any trees and those whose reply was "yes", however minimal 
the planting, were included. Indeed the 53.4% who are included amongst the 
treeplanters according to the replies to the interview survey, includes 19.5% 
who said that they had planted a few individual trees, lines of trees or amenity 
trees only. 
Thus whilst it appears from Table 4.9 that tree planting occurs on a group 
of farms that is not distinct in any way from the average, an understanding of 
the difference between the mail survey and the interview responses indicates 
that the scale of planting may well vary according to farm size. Since this 
difference has emerged, we should also look at the average woodland area on 
the groups of farms defined (by the interview survey) as having planted or not 
planted trees on the farm. 
Table 4.10 Mean WDSHA figures for farms which were found at 
interview to have planted trees. 
WDSHA 
OWNPL = "yes" median L.Q. U.Q. mean min max 	sum 	n 
England & 
Scotland 	I 1.8 	0.4 6.3 22.7 	0 1639.0 2272.2 100 
Scotland 	I 2.4 	0.5 8.5 34.9 	0 1639.0 2061.2 	59 
• England 0.8 	0.1 4.2 	5.2 	0 	72.9 	211.0 	41 














0.0 3.6 	3.1 	0 	24.3 	113.7 	37 
The picture that emerges here is rather confused. In England and in the 
combined distribution the area of WDSHA is larger on farms where there has 
been some planting, but this is not true in Scotland. For none of the results is 
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the difference seen statistically significant and it seems likely that the inclusion 
of the rather more assorted farms, with less planting has obscured any 
differences that exist. 
4.3.4 Woodland Management 
The wide diversity of farms visited meant that to attempt to produce a 
forest inventory for each stand of woods on each farm would have led to 
implied missing values or zero values for so many farms that almost any 
analysis would have been misleading. However it was felt that an attempt 
should be made to "label" the woodlands with some indication of their quality. 
Thus, through a combination of looking at the trees, the farmers' own 
assessment of the woods, the position of woods in farm management and the 
time spent working in them they were categorised as managed or unmanaged. 
The managed category included many woods that exist purely for shelter or 
amenity purposes and is not a measure of financial input or output. 
The table below records thea.uerJa woodland areas in these two categories 
for both the interview farms as a whole and for England and Scotland 
individually. As would be anticipated, the unmanaged area has a much lower 
mean than the managed area, which includes such estate woodlands as are 
covered by the sample. 
Table 4.11 Comparison of the areas of managed and unmanaged 
woods on farms. 
Managed - 	 missing 
Median L.Q. U.Q. mean min 	max 	sum values n 
England & 
	
Scotland I 2.4 0.8 6.3 27.7 0.1 1618.8 2655.2 94 	96 
Scotland 	I 2.4 0.6 6.9 31.4 0.1 1618.8 2040.4 47 	65 
England 	I 2.0 0.8 6.5 19.8 0.1 	404.3 	614.7 47 	31 
Unmanaged 
England & I 
Scotland I 2.0 
Scotland I 2.0 
England 	1.6 
0.8 	5.2 	4.0 	0.1 
0.8 	5.2 	4.1 	0.1 
0.6 	5.0 	3.9 	0.1 
27.8 	403.7 90 100 
27.8 	285.5 42 	70 
24.3 	118.2 48 	30 
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There is no significant difference in size between the Scottish and English 
results for either managed or unmanaged woods. The large number of missing 
values is caused by the omission from these calculations of cases where the 
area is zero, since there is no interest in farms with, for instance, no managed 
woodlands being included in the mean value for managed woodlands. A 
Wilcoxon test was carried out to examine whether or not the two variables for 
managed (MARHA) and unmanaged (SARHA) woods could be distinguished from 
each other, on the grounds of these distributions. The result was found to be 
insignificant for England and for Scotland and for the two sets of results 
combined. 
There is also no significant difference between the area of managed trees 
on farms that have planted trees and those that have not, nor between areas of 
unmanaged trees on farms that have not planted and those who have. If these 
areas are not related to whether there have been trees planted on the farm, the 
implication is that current planting of trees is not related to previous interest in 
management of woods. This may say more about the inadequacy of the 
methods of allocating woods to the managed or unmanaged category than 
about anything else, but it also contributes to the impression of a low standard 
of woodland management. New planting that is intended to meet an amenity 
or shelter need may not be intended to receive much management. 
One of the questions the interviewees were asked about their woodlands 
related to their perception of the benefits from those woodlands. In the 
analysis of their replies several main categories were identified, for each of the 
two 'types' of woods. Some respondents gave a mixture of benefits and a 
maximum of three of these benefits has been allowed per response. If more 
than three replies were given, then those that they said were less relevant 
were omitted. Table 4.12 contains the responses obtained for managed woods. 
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Table 4.12 Benefits obtained from managed woods. 
	
1 	 2 	 3 
Benefit 
	
No. % 	No. % 	No. 	% 
Fiscal/Monetary I 	32 16.8 2 1.1 2 1.1 
Shooting/Sport I 2 1.1 16 8.4 5 2.6 
Amenity/Wildlife I 	19 10.0 12 6.3 7 3.7 
Fencing/Timber I 8 4.2 7 3.7 1 0.5 
Firewood I 	4 2.1 19 10.0 4 2.1 
Shelter I 	24 12.6 15 7.9 28 14.7 
A combination I 4 2.1 7 3.7 11 5.8 
D.K. I 	4 2.1 6 3.2 7 3.7 
N.A. I 	93 49.0 106 55.8 125 65.8 
(The don't knows" 	(D.K.)included who had planted trees some 
that were as yet too young to have produced any benefits) 
The reason given by most of these interviewees (20.5%) for such work as 
they do to maintain the woodlands was to ensure the provision of shelter. For 
51% it is irrelevant as they do not manage their woods at all. The remainder 
gave answers as follows: 
Trying to (re-)establish woods. 	 12 
Managing for cover for shooting 13 
Managing for commercial,prodn purposes 15 
Combination of reasons 	 13 
Coppice (firewood) 	 1 
The benefits of the unmanaged woods are illustrated in Table 4.13. It is 
interesting to see that 40% of these woods are described as pre- First world 
war, whereas for the managed trees there are only 16 farms (8.4%) whose 
woods all fit this category. 
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2 	 3 
No. % 	No. 	% 
6 	3.2 	3 	1.6 
43 22.6 5 2.6 
27 14.2 6 3.2 
7 3.7 12 6.3 
13 6.8 4 2.1 
13 6.8 6 3.2 
4 2.1 5 2.6 
77 40.5 116 61.1 
Table 4.13 Benefits from Unmanaged Woods 
Benefit 1 
No. % 
Combination 1 0.5 
Good use of poor 
land 49 25.8 
Shelter 48 25.3 
Amenity/wildlife I 	25 13.2 
Shooting/sport I 1 0.5 
Firewood I 	7 3.7 
D.K. I 3 1.6 
n.a. I 	56 29.5 
IL... 	l.LItJL 
(90 farms have no unmanaged woods) but those who 
have only minimal tree cover such as odd field 
corners with trees, or hedges and hedgerow trees 
did have opinions on the benefits derived from 
them.] 
4.4 Farmer Attitudes 
4.4.1 Grants 
In addition to the questions relating directly to woodland, farmers were 
asked further questions at interview about their attitudes to woodland and their 
understanding of the general situation relating to farm woodlands. For instance 
they were asked first if they knew of the existence of grants for treeplanting 
and if so what they knew about such grants. They were also asked to name 
specific sources of grants that they had heard of. 
Of the 190 farmers interviewed: 
- 46.3% knew some grants existed (88 individuals) 
- 14.7% did not know if any grants existed 
- 20.5% said that they had never thought about such grants 
- 12% said that as tenants it was not up to them to plant trees; therefore the 
question was irrelevant. 
- 42% felt that if grants exist either they personally would be ineligible, or 
the grant would be irrelevant. 
According to the mail survey, only 15 of this sample had received 
grants(7.9%) but when visited it appeared that rather more of them had had 
planting grants. 31 (16.3%) had been given grants of whom 4 had had to repay 
the grant at a later date due to their failure to ensure proper establishment. 
44 of the 190 farmers interviewed said that they knew of the Forestry 
Commission grants for planting trees and 42 knew of the 
D.A.F.S./M.A.F.F. grants for planting shelterbelts. Further analysis shows that 
the majority (31 farmers) of the individuals who knew of one of these grant 
sources also knew of the other. This means that only 55, less than one third 
of the sample, was aware of even one of the two major sources of grant for 
planting trees on farms. 18 farmers knew that the Countryside Commission 
(C.C.) and the Countryside Commission for Scotland (C.C.S.) give some grant for 
tree planting, but 11 of these had no idea of the details. Only one farmer said 
that he had not heard of the Forestry Commission, but 35 had not heard of the 
Countryside Commissions and, of those who had heard of them, 55% did not 
know what their function was. Farmers were also asked if they had heard of 
some of the other organisations involved in the forestry industry at different 
levels. 
Table 4.14 Proportions of farmers aware of 





Fountain Forestry I 
Economic Forestryl 
Group 	 I 
Tilhill 
% heard 	% members 	% not heard 





















In general attitudes to grants were fairly ambivalent. It seems that very few 
farmers would not plant, or would plant much less if there were no grants, and 
many had reservations about such grants as do exist. Two questions were 
asked in an attempt to reveal some more detail about attitudes to grants. The 
answers received have been categorised as simply as possible and are as 
follows: 
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How important do you feel grants are? 
No. % 
Would plant less/none if no grant 7 3.7 
They have too many restrictions 12 6.3 
Grants are not applicable to me 15 7.9 
Tenant OR no planting or plans to 
plant - N/A 51 26.8 
Grants not a deciding factor 11 5.8 
IF/WHEN decide to plant, will look 
at grants 67 35.3 
Same planting if no grants 2 
N/A, 	D.k. 	blank 25 14.3 
Which sort of incentive is more important to you with respect 
to the trees? 
No. % 
Would plant the same with none. 6 3.2 
Grants 24 12.6 
Fiscal measures 5 2.6 
It is a land use decision, primarily 21 11.1 
Free trees! other 9 4.7 
None really relevant 31 16.3 
Combination of these, none overriding 23 12.1 
N/A tenant or not planting 58 30.5 
D.K. 	Blank 13 6.9 
It seems clear that grants are not, for most individuals, the incentive to 
planting that they might be, although they may be the vital final factor that 
leads to. a decision in favour of planting. 
4.4.2 Fiscal. and Monetary Benefits 
The response to direct questions about fiscal incentives made it apparent 
that knowledge of these, and in particular active use of them, was not high. 
The results given in Table 4.9 relate to questions about offsetting costs 
incurred on the trees against farm income as a normal . business expense, the 
Schedule B and D intricacies and Capital Transfer Tax exemptions and reliefs. 
Of the 9% or 10% of farmers who said that they left financial details to the 
chartered accountant, approximately two-thirds said that they knew that there 
were reliefs and incentives of some sort. 
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Table 4.15 Farmer awareness of Fiscal Incentives 
Attitude/ 	Income tax 
	
Awareness 	Relief 
I No. 	% 
Use or will dol 24 	12.6 
Know of, N.A. I 20 10.5 
Aware of, d.k.j 
details 	I 17 	9.0 
Leave to C.A I 18 9.5 
No 	 I 	64 	33.7 
Tenant or N.A. I 46 24.2 
Schedule B/D 	C.T.T 
No. 	% 	No. 	% 
13 	6.8 	14 	7.4 
14 7.4 24 12.6 
21 11.1 19 10.0 
17 9.0 20 10.5 
78 41.1 64 33.7 
46 24.2 45 23.7 
The point should be made that most of those who were making use of the 
various arrangements were undoubtedly of the opinion that these play the 
most important role in enabling farms to maintain woodlands, and when asked 
to rank the various advantages which arise from having farm woodlands, 10 
included the fiscal and monetary benefits as one of their first choices. 
4.4.3 Shelter 	 -- 	 - 	 -- - 
In contrast with the low level of interest shown in fiscal measures in the 
mail survey results for the interviewed group, 170 farmers (89.5%) mentioned at 
least one form of shelter as being a benefit resulting from having trees on the 
farm. 34% mentioned each of the three types of shelter described (shelter for 
stock, crops or steading). Nearly all of those who mentioned shelter included 
stock shelter - only 9 out of the 170 omitted it. 112 (69%) mentioned shelter 
for the steading amongst the benefits and 81 (42.6%) mentioned shelter for 
crops. The corresponding figures for all farms were 72.5% for stock shelter 
64.1% for steading shelter and 46.7% for crop shelter. It has already been 
stated that at interview one fifth of all farms with managed woods mentioned 
shelter as a reason for maintaining the woodland and shelter also ranked high 
in the list of benefits to farms from unmanaged woods. 
4.4.4 Other benefits 
The most mentioned reason that farmers have unmanaged woods relates 
entirely to the fact that the land on which the woods stand is not fit for much 
other than woodland. In many cases this is caused by the gradient of the land 
or the fact that it would be difficult to drain without great expense, and with an 
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uncertain gain at the end of the expenditure. For these people therefore, the 
fact that the land is under trees is in itself of more importance than any actual 
benefits derived from the trees or woods. 
Contrary to some expectation, sporting interest was not particularly high. 
Twelve farmers said it was the greatest benefit that they obtained, but 133 said 
that it was not relevant at all. On 33 farms, the shooting was let separately 
from the farm and therefore of no relevance to the occupiers. 27 farms said 
that there was so much poaching that they had very little shooting. One third 
of all farms had the shooting rights, but said that they did not shoot, and 4 
interviewees said that they would actually forbid shooting on their land. This 
only left 42 who said that they were able to shoot, and did so, and a further 3 
who said that shooting was an integrated part of the estate's management. 
On the other hand, the presence of vermin was mentioned frequently as a 
problem. Whilst 51% said foxes were absent or sufficiently few to cause no 
problems, 42% said that they were a problem and half of these had found the 
problem almost insoluble with foxes coming in from other people's land. Very 
similar figures emerged concerning rabbits, although a higher percentage found 
that the problem arose on their own land. In the case of birds, such as crows 
and pigeons, the proportions of sufferers and non-sufferers were reversed, but 
a much larger number either said it was not applicable, or omitted to mention 
them at all. 
All these are agricultural pests which are sheltered by trees and which were 
believed to have a strong negative influence on farmers' attitudes to trees. An 
additional and very similar problem is caused by flies on farm land. The 
responses to questions about pests, as they related to flies were interesting, 
since 33% did not mention them at all. 25% said that they do present 
problems and 10 farmers said that the flies seemed to have reached plague 
proportions. Nonetheless 30% said that, although present, they were hardly a 
problem and so it seems that the problem of flies is relative. It is also true to 
say that it is seasonal and for this reason, it may not have been uppermost in 
some farmers' minds when they were interviewed. 
Although the general subject of the survey was trees and woods, rather 
than hedges, note was taken at interview of the presence and condition of 
hedges, walls and fences. 
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Table 4.16 Condition of Field and Farm boundaries 
I Hedges Walls 	I 
I No. % I 	No. % I 
None on farm 64 33.7 I 	82 43.2 
I Not stockproof 14 7.41 I 4 2.1 	I 
I Mainly stockproof 21 11.1 I 	30 15.8 	I 
I 	Mixed quality 43 22.6 I 36 18.9 	I 
V. 	few present 28 14.7 I 	18 9.5 	I 
I 	N.A blank 20 10.5 I 20 10.5 	I 
Fences 
No. 	% 
None on farm 28 14.7 
All fences 18 9.5 
Supporting h,w 39 20.5 
Mix of h,w,f 40 21.1 
Replaced h,w 32 16.8 
V. 	few present 12 6.3 
N.A, 	blank 21 11.0 
(h= hedges, w=walls, ffences) 
A further question about plans for hedges and walls was asked, with the 
majority of responses in each case being that there would be no change 
(61.1% hedges, 57% walls) However in each case one farm planned to repair 
them all and another to remove them all. Three farmers said that they intend 
to increase the hedges on the property and 11 to repair them as and when 
they have sufficient money to do so; 5 said that they lay the hedges in 
rotation. One individual said that he would be doing some more walling next 
time he had time and money, whilst 7 said that they do some walling annually. 
There was no specific response from 53 farms concerning hedges, and 70 
concerning walls. 
One of the potential benefits to farmers of having trees on the farm lies in 
the firewood, fencing stobs and other timber that can be produced. Farmers 
were therefore asked if they, their employees or others did actually enjoy such 
benefits. 
Table 4.17 Gains from firewood etc. 
firewood 	Fencing 	Timber 
No. 	% No. % No. 	% 
Selves 	 I 
Selves + family 	I 
Selves + employees I 
for sale 
None available 	I 
Don't use it I 
N.a. Blank 	I 
116 61.1 37 19.5 7 3.7 
17 8.9 1 0.5 - 
25 13.2 1 0.5 - 
7 3.7 4 2.1 21 11.1 
14 7.4 97 51.1 110 57.9 
4 2.1 4 2.1 4 2.1 
7 3.7 46 24.2 48 25.3 
In fact 45% of farmers have no sawbench on the farm and a further 6% 
possess one but do not use it, mostly because it is old. Thus the conversion 
of wood on the farm premises is bound to be limited. In addition 22% said 
that the question was not applicable or else expressed no opinion. 
One early result of the farm visits was the abandonment of any idea of 
quantifying labour use as it relates to woodlands since for most farmers this 
meant a wet afternoon, or a winter evening, activity and could be described no 
better than that. Certainly it would have been very difficult to attempt to 
calculate the number of hours spent on forestry work. However for most of 
the individuals visited, work done in the woods would be done by themselves 
or the' normal farm staff. Only 17 said that no woodland work was done by 
themselves or the farm labour. On the other hand, only 7 said that they would 
use a contractor or agent such as S.W.O.A.0 for nearly all work. Some estates 
still maintain forest workers and do all the work on tenanted farms whilst 
others obviously expect the tenants to do a good part of such work 
themselves. 141 farmers said that Estate labour was not applicable (either not 
an estate tenant, or no forest workers) but 19 said that the estate did none of 
the work in the woods which were part of the farm, and 21 said that the estate 
did nearly all the work. 
4.5 Summary 
It is clear from the results presented in this chapter that the interview 
sample represents a varied cross section of the farm population. It is not 
representative of the general mail survey results, since all these farms have 
trees on them. It is representative of the farms which have trees on them in 
terms of FARMHA and farm tenure, although the non-participants amongst 
English farms were generally rather small. There appears to be little difference 
between the mail survey results for FARMHA and the interview results for the 
same variable but the difference between values for TOTWOHA (in the mail 
survey) and WDSHA (in the interview survey) does appear to be significant. 
This is largely caused by differences in the Scottish farm results, where the 
mail survey results are consistently lower than the interview results. According 
to the mail survey results, those farmers in England who refused to take part in 
the survey appear to be different in terms of FARMHA from those who did take 
part, and this has resulted in the difference in distributions being significant at 
the 1% level for the combined set of figures. There is no significant difference 
in the values of TOTWDHA obtained from those who took part in the second 
part of the survey and those who did not. Farms where tree planting has taken 
place are in general larger than those where there has been none, and they 
have more trees on them. They do not appear to have been more involved in 
woodland management to date, but this is thought to be at least in part due to 
the problem of defining the difference in a wood managed for private amenity 
and other non-commercial ends and one that is not managed at all, when the 
occupier is of the opinion that he is involved in management activities. 
Amongst those with woods being managed, it is clear that a higher than 
"normal" proportion of farmers are aware of, or pusuing financial ends, but in 
general the priority for farm managers where woodland is concerned is the use 
of poor land and the provision of shelter. 
Chapter 5 presents the results of further analysis, making comparisons 
between different subsets of the farms and between the samples themselves. 
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CHAPTER 5 
EXAMINING FURTHER INTERRELATIONS 
5.1 Introduction 
In Chapters 3 and 4, some basic figures have been presented looking at the 
mail survey results and the interview results, both as a whole and for specific 
subgroups of farms. The current chapter will present an analysis of some of 
the variables measured with respect to others, in an assessment of the existing 
interrelationships. Results of both the mail and the interview survey are used 
in this chapter. 
In illustration of numbers of farms giving different responses the following 
summary is given. 
Number of farms: 
in set of usable replies 
with some trees 
giving an area of trees 
with > 0.25 ha TOTWDHA 
with > 1 ha 	TOTWDHA 
with > 5 ha TOTWDHA 









5.2 Farms in receipt of Grants 
It has already been said that the proportion of farms showing awareness of 
grants was not very high. In the mail survey 61 farms said that they had 
received a grant of some sort. 15 of these farms were included in the 
interview survey. 114 farmers stated that they received no grant for tree 
planting, which implies that 134 of the 319 who have planted some trees have 
given no information about grants. This seems to indicate that even among 
those farmers who have planted trees the level of awareness of the grants 
available for doing so is low. At interview 88 (46%) farmers said that they 
knew that the grants exist. 
Of the 15 interviewed, 5 farmers said that grants would not be the reason 
for choosing to plant trees and a further 5 said that they would look at the 
grant situation after the decision to plant trees had been made. 2 farmers said 
that grants were not applicable to the decisions made. Only 2 said that they 
would certainly have planted less if there had been no grants. Asked which of 
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the various incentives were more important, 5 farms indicated that planting 
trees was primarily a land use decision, 1 said that the fiscal incentives were 
most important but 6 said that a variety of factors would need to be taken into 
account. Only 2 said that the grant was the most important incentive available. 
At interview, of the 190 farms visited, 31 said that they had received grants; 
27 replied "yes" and 4 said that they had received a grant but had subsequently 
had to return the money. Thus 31/101 (30.7%) said at interview that they had 
received grant, whilst in the mail survey only 61/319 indicated this (19.1%). 
Even the proportion of those saying that they had planted an area of trees was 
only 21%. 61 is probably therefore an underestimate of the total number of 
farms receiving grants, perhaps by as much as 60%. This poor response is not 
particularly surprising, because the questions relating to tree planting and 
grants came in the second part of the mail survey. Farmers may have felt 
disinclined to complete this part of the form, despite a request that those who 
had planted trees should do so and many only did so minimally. 
The median. farm area of the farms in receipt of grant is greater than the 
figure found for farms with trees (figures for the 61 farms are given in Table 
5.1). 	The 	difference is 	found 	to 	be 	significant, at the 	1% level, 	using 	a 
Mann-Whitney 	test. Since 	the 	woodland 	areas have 	been found 	to 	be 
correlated with farm area it was predicted that they would also be significantly 
different from the results presented in Chapter 3. 
Table 5.1 Area results obtained from farms receiving grant 
Median 	L.Q. 	U.Q. 	mean 	n 
FARMHA I 	177.5 
TOTWDHA 8.1 
BRDLFHA I 	0.0 
CONFERHA I 3.3 
SCRUBHA I 	0.0 
PLTDHA I 1.6 
FELLDHA I 	0.0 
71.6 521.0 778.0 61 
3.2 21.1 47.3 58 
0.0 3.6 4.6 49 
0.4 12.1 33.3 50 
0.0 4.1 12.3 47 
0.4 4.9 6.2 32 
0.0 4.0 2.4 56 
The above variables were found to be significantly different, at the 1% level, 
from those for farms not in receipt of grant, except for SCRUBHA where the 
difference is only significant at the 5% level. This indicates that the areas 
involved are generally larger on farms where grants have been used. 
We 
Table 5.2 Woodland Type as % of FARMHA and TOTWDHA 
Farms with trees 
n=920 
% FARMHA 	%TOTWDHA 
Farms with grant 
n61 
%FARMHA 	%TOTWDHA 
SCRUBHA 1 	0.9 18.4 1.2 21.0 
BRDLFHA I 	0.8 16.3 I 	0.5 8.1 
CONFERHAI 	2.7 55.7 I 	3.6 60.7 
TOTWDHA I 	4.8 - I 	5.9 - 
Table 5.2 indicates that although individual woods may be larger, a 
considerably lower proportion of both FARMHA and TOTWOHA is broadleaved 
woodland, for the set of farms with grants. This may be because those 
farmers actively managing conifer trees are conscious of the lack of 
management in their broadleaved areas and have decided that 'scrub' may be a 
more descriptive term to use; it may simply be due to the scale of the increase 
in the size of conifer woods, where they, exist, on farms where grants have 
been received. Combined with the tendency to plant conifers rather than 
hardwoods when a grant has been obtained, these are likely to contribute to 
the noticable decrease in the percentage of woodland described as 
broadleaved. 
Table 5.2 also illustrates that the proportion of woodland area to farm area 
on farms where grants have been received is, overall, greater than the 
proportion seen on farms in general. 
It should be noted that in each case the proportion of TOTWDHA explained 
by the three categories is 90%. The details of the nature or composition of 
woodland is complicated by this absence of full information, since it is possible 
that the woodland type that makes up the bulk of the missing 10% is different 
in the two situations. 
5.2.1 Source of grant 
In the second half of the survey, farmers were asked to give details of the 
two most important plantings that they had carried out on their holding. From 
their replies it appears that 31 farms had only received grant for the first or 
only planting that they described, 11 had only received grant for the second 
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planting whilst an additional 18 had received grant for two plantings. (One 
questionnaire form indicated that a grant had been received, but gave no 
details, with the result that these numbers add to 60, not 61.) The majority 
failed to state the source of the grant that they had received, although a few 
stated its overall value instead. A total of 7 had received Forestry Commission 
grants. 7 had received the Ministry of Agriculture's Agriculture and Horticulture 
Development Scheme (A.H.D.S.) grant, and 1 had received the Agriculture 
Capital Grant Scheme (A.C.G.S.) grant - now replaced by A.I.S. (E.C.) and 
A.I.S. (U.K.) respectively. Two farmers had had grants from the local authority. 
5.2.2 Choice of, and need for, Advice 
In general, the farms where grants have been received have sought more 
advice about trees than others. 41 of the 61 farmers who said that they had 
received grant said that they had sought advice on one aspect of tree planting 
or another. However the comparison is a little unclear since the proportion 
who answered this part of the questionnaire was low. With regard to advice 
on species choice, only 132 farmers actually gave a definite answer, with 642 
farmers who completed at least some of the second part of the survey 
omitting that particular question. None-the-less the results indicate that 
species choice was the aspect which most farmers sought advice about: 113 
did so altogether (14.6%) and of the 61 in receipt of grant, 30(49.2%) said that 
they had done so. 
The most frequently quoted source of advice was a private consultant of 
some sort (26/61). 11 consulted the Forestry Commission and only 3 went to 
the College of Agriculture (or in England the Agricultural Development and 
Advisory Service (A.D.A.S.)) office. Use of the F.(F)W.A.G. groups was as low, 
with 3 individuals quoting them as a source of advice that they had, or would, 
use. Altogether 40 farmers indicated where they had turned for advice. These 
results are again difficult to compare with the whole survey, since the number 
not answering the question is high. In fact amongst the whole sample the 
source of advice which received the most enquiries was also the private 
consultant (68 farmers) with the Forestry Commission (receiving enquiries from 
44 people) coming second. (See table 5.3.) 
If these figures are looked at slightly differently, of the 68 who consulted 
the Forestry Commission only 26 (38%) are recorded as having received grants, 
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whereas only 6 had consulted the local F.(F)W.A.G. but 50% had obtained 
grants, and Scottish Woodland Owners Association Cooperative (S.W.O.A.C.) had 
given advice to 8 farmers, 5 of whom received grants. Unfortunately there is 
insufficient information to take this investigation any further, since it is 
unknown when advice led to a decision to plant no trees or not to apply for a 
grant, or when a grant application was made but was unsuccessful. 
Table 5.3 Table illustrating farmers' preferred source of 
advice and needs for advice. 
farms with 	all 
grants farms 
CONSULTED: 	 I 
College/A.D.A.S 	 I 4 
F.C. 	 I 11 
Private consultant 	I 26 
Council/Nat. Park I 3 
F.F.W.A.G. 	 I 3 
S.W.O.A.C. I 5 
Other farmer 1 
Other 	 .1 5 
ADVICE ON: 
Species choice 	 I 30 
Preparation for plantingl 18 
Planting 	 I 26 
Weeding I 19 
Establishment 17 
Maintenance 	 I 19 
Thinning, 	felling 	I 14 
It is not known whether farmers who are sufficiently motivated to seek one 
sort of advice also look for grants, or whether those seeking advice are told 
about the grants available, or indeed whether those enquiring about grants are 
then inspired to get additional advice. It was noted at interview that the 
tendency to say that no advice was needed was likely to reflect the fact that 
no woodland work was intended rather than to indicate a high degree of 
knowledge held by the farmer. 
5.2.3 Details of planting done 
Each farmer giving details about the 2 most important plantings was invited 
to state up to a maximum of 4 reasons for planting trees. Only 9 out of the 61 
who had received grants did in fact give 4 reasons, but 52 gave 1 reason or 

















said that they had planted trees in order to create stock shelter. The first 
reason given by ten of the farmers for their planting was an amenity objective 
of some kind. 4 mentioned some sort of sport or shooting, as the first reason. 
[None specified commercial shooting, although some were not specific and 
simply gave 'shooting' as their aim.] 
Information about actual areas planted comes from 3 sources: the variable 
PLTDHA in the first part of the survey and the two variables AREA1 and AREA2 
covering the two most important plantings undertaken. 29 of the 61 farms 
have not given details in the first half of the questionnaire; of those who have 
done so, 13 have planted 1 hectare or less and 19 have planted more. In the 
second half of the questionnaire, where details on two plantings are requested, 
the results are as shown in Table 5.4. 
Table 5.4 Results from second half of the survey, 
detailing areas planted. 
Size group (ha) 
	
Area 1 	Area 2 - 
No. 	% No. 	% 
0(0,or missing) I 	17 27.9 28 45.9 
1 (0 	- 0.5) I 3 4.9 11 18.0 
2 (0.5 - 1) I 	7 11.5 3 4.9 
3 (1 	- 2) I 10 16.4 5 8.2 
4 (2 	- 5) I 	16 26.2 10' 16.4 
5 (5 	- 10) 4 6.6 1 1.6 
6 (10-20) I 	- - - - 
7 (20 - 50) I 2 3.3 2 3.3 
8. (50 + I 	2 3.3 1 1.6 
Of the 17 farmers who gave no reply for Area 1 only four have missing values, 
since the remainder planted a number of trees and did not state the area 
covered. 
In terms of species planted, the most popular choice was spruce, with 41 of 
the 61 farmers recording that they had used it for at least one of the two 
plantings mentioned. Pine was also used by a large proportion (34 farms) and 
of the 3 named species, larch was the least popular, being planted on 26/61 
farms. Hardwoods were generally less popular and sycamore, which was the 
most often planted, was only mentioned in 27 replies. Beech was planted by 
25 farmers and oak by 17. "Other broadleaves", were recorded by a much 
higher proportion of farmers than "other conifers" (12/61) and in fact, equalled 
the number given for beech (25/61). Only 2 of the 61 farmers gave no details 
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of species planted. 
Table 5.5 No. and % of farms planting different 
species of trees 
I 	(n=61) (n=223) (n=29) (n319) 
I 	No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) No. (%) 
missing2 missing122 missing3 missing=71 
Spruce 41 (67) 72 (32) 16 (55) 157 (49) 
Pine 34 (56) 46 (21) 12 (41) 93 (29) 
Larch 26 (43) 41 (18) 12 (41) 95 (30) 
0th con. I 	12 (20) 25 (11) 7 (24) 63 (20) 
Beech 25 (41) 32 (14) 12 (41) 74 (23) 
Sycamore I 	27 (44) 33 (15) 12 (41) 84  
Oak I 	17  24 (11) 11 (38) 52 (16) 
Oth.hdwd 25 (41) 32 (14) 14 (48) 85  
- farms receiving grant 
11 n=223" - farms aware of financial benefits 
- farms benefiting from financial benefits 
or planting for that reason 
"n=319" - farms where trees have been planted 
This table illustrates the fact that a much lower proportion of farmers who are 
aware of the fiscal benefits (see later) have given details about species planted 
than in the other three groups. Although the percentage planting spruce is the 
lowest in this group, (n=223) it is not the lowest in terms of its relation to 
other tree species planted, particularly the other conifers. 
5.2.4 Farmers' attitudes 
It was expected that those farmers who have received grant for tree 
planting would be at least as interested in having trees as others would be, 
and that they might be more aware of both the benefits and disadvantages of 
trees, if (as has been shown) they have larger areas of trees on their property. 
Trends of this sort were shown in Chapter 3, Table 3.9. All the factors listed in 
that table have been recorded as being of relevance to a higher proportion of 
farmers receiving grants than was recorded for the set of farms who have 
planted some trees. 
By far the greatest change was seen for the financial benefits: income from - 
the timber, capital gain, and tax relief. The proportion of farmers considering 
these not to be applicable was only two-thirds the number that would have 
been expected on the basis of the set of 319 farms who have planted, and the 
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number recording the opinion that these were a benefit was more than double 
that expected (see table 5.6). Despite this high proportion who considered 
these benefits relevant, the distribution between those who thought that they 
were only slightly relevant and those who thought the relevance average or 
even of great importance, is very similar for the two groups of farms. 
Table 5.6 Numbers aware of financial benefits, for the 319 
farms who have planted, and the 61 who have 
received grant, including the predicted estimate 
for the 61 farms, based on the results of the 
319 farms. 
319 Predn. from 319 I 61 
Yes N/A Yes N/A I 	Yes N/A 
I 	33 24 L 	87 185 I 	16 35 
M 85 183 I 16 34 I 	33 24 
N 	76 193 I 	14 36 I 	31 27 
L - Income from trees 
M - Capital Gains 
N - Tax reliefs 
5.2.4.1 Financial awareness of farmers receiving grants 
Of the group of farms where fiscal incentives have been recognised as 
relevant on at least one occasion (see section 5.3 for further details) it is found 
that only 41 of them have received grants. This implies that one third of the 
61 farmers who have had grants have no awareness that the various fiscal 
benefits that exist might be relevant to them. Given that 32 farms with no 
trees on their property know of the possible benefits, (see table 5.7) this seems 
to be a very high proportion. Even where the primary objective of tree planting 
is not timber production, or [as in the case of farm shelterbelts planted using 
an A.I.S. grant] where there is no need for timber to be an objective of planting, 
it seems surprising that farmers apparently overlook the potential income and 
taxation benefits that may _exist. Since 15 of the 17 farms who gave the 
source of grant named either the Forestry Commission or the Department of 
Agriculture, it seems likely that at least the majority of treeplanting grants to 
all farmers come from these two sources. In this situation even if the primary 
purpose of planting was not timber production, financial benefits are not 
irrelevant, unless the farm accounts are already devised in order to reduce 
taxable income to a level where the incentives become immaterial. However it 
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should be remembered that the available figures come from a small proportion 
of the respondents. 
5.2.5 Summary 
The evidence seems to indicate that farms in receipt of grant are generally 
larger than others with trees. They are more likely to have sought advice on 
trees and are more likely to be aware of the fiscal incentives that exist. The 
number who appear to be unaware of much of this is perhaps surprisingly high, 
and the lack of interest and lack of detail in the answers even amongst those 
in reciept of grant is extremely high. This is discussed further in Chapter 6. 
- 	 5.3 Fiscal incentives 
No specific question relating to fiscal incentives was asked in the postal 
questionnaire. However these were amongst the possible responses to a 
number of questions, ranging from the benefits received from existing 
woodlands to the purpose of planting new ones. 22-3 farmers express some 
knowledge of the existence of these incentives in this way, although over 30 
have no woods at all and are therefore in no position to benefit from any 
incentives. In the interview survey it became apparent that about 60 - 70% of 
the sample knew of the possibilities (albeit rather vaguely, and including 25% 
who said they were not applicable) but only 10% made any use of them. 114 
of the 223 farms have planted at least one tree on the farm. 
If this group of farmers is restricted to those who either state that one or 
other of the financial benefits was amongst the reasons for planting or is a 
benefit being received from the trees on the farm, the number of farms 
included drops to twenty-nine. Of these only 7 mention both current benefits 
and reasons for planting. All of these 7 have sought advice about trees, with 4 
approaching S.W.O.A.C. and the others going to the Forestry Commission, a 
private consultant, and an unspecified "other". Even so only 4 had had grants. 
With a group of twenty-nine farms it is impossible to break the group down 
and carry out tests on the representativeness of the sample in terms of county 
or farm type, since too many categories will be expected to be missing and the 
necessary reclassification of the variables would produce meaningless results. 
None-the-less, it appears that there is over-representation of the English 
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farms, since the proportion has risen to nearly 50%, from approximately 40% 
and the number of farms that are found in the Borders area is noticeably larger 
than would be expected from a random sample of 29 farms. The whole group 
has no farmers of less than 30 years old: it might be expected to have 1. 
21 of the 29 farmers have sought advice on trees. The main source of 
advice was, as it was amongst those who had received grants, a private 
consultant, with the next most popular source of advice being the Forestry 
Commission. 
It seems that the decision regarding which species to plant is the most 
important for these farmers, (as it was for the general survey result and for 
those with grants) both within the larger group of 223 farmers and for the 29 
farmers actually benefitting from financial advantages. The species chosen for 
planting are included in Table 5.5 (see p.94) for both of these groups. Even in 
the smaller of these two groups, over 50% (17) have not received a grant for 
planting trees. This seems surprising and is made more so by the fact that all 
of these farms have at least a small area of trees, and 26 of the 29 have 
planted at least some trees. It is possible that a high proportion of farmers are 
benefiting now from previous generation's work, but are doing little to extend 
this, but it is also considered possible that the poor response rate to questions 
about grants may be related to fears that information might not, in the end, be 
confidential. 
Table 5.7 Distribution of farms in the two groups, 
according to woodland size 
AGGWD (ha) 	I 	n=223 	n=29 
0 0 	I 32 - 
<0.5 1 21 3 
0.5 - 1 2 16 1 
1-2 3 17 - 
2-5 4 37 7 
5-10 5 17 4 
10-20 6 29 3 
20-50 7 	I 20 4 
50+ 8 I 17 7 
missing 9 	I 17 - 
Table 5.7 shows that a considerably higher proportion (62%) of those actually 
benefiting from financial incentives have larger woods (eg. greater than 5 ha) 
than in the larger group (37.2%). 41 of this group have received grants, 
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although only 10 gave details of where the grant came from. Again there is an 
almost equal division between the Forestry Commission Grant Scheme, and the 
Agriculture and Horticulture Development Scheme (5:4). 
5.4 Farms with woodlands of a workable size 
As a rough rule of thumb a woodland of less than 5 hectares is unlikely to 
be a viable financial unit, (J.F. Blyth, personal communication) unless it is on 
high quality lowland soils. Exactly 200 farms in the survey, that is one sixth of 
those who replied at all, have total farm woods of 5 hectares or more. This 
means that they already have on the farm sufficient wood for a potentially 
viable woodland enterprise, particularly where the woods are not divided into a 
multitude of scattered areas of less than half a hectare. Inevitably, given the 
strong link between farm size and wood size, the average farm size of these 
200 farms is significantly greater than that of the general set of farms with 
trees. 
It is interesting to see that, amongst this group of farmers also, shelter is 
named as both the major current benefit from, and main reason for tree 
planting. 	If all 	the choices given are added together, shelter is still the most 
popular choice and amenity (or private pleasure) is quite close as runner-up. 
The third 	choice is shelter for stock, emphasising 	very clearly the value of 
shelter to the farmer. 
26% (52) of these farmers have given a value for the variable PLTDHA, 
indicating that they have planted an area of trees, but only 83 showed any 
knowledge that there might be financial or fiscal benefit from having trees, 
which is a lower percentage than was seen in the group of farms in receipt of 
grant. Only 37 of these farmers had received grant. However this is quite a 
high proportion (71%) of the members of this group who have planted an area 
of trees and it is also over half of the farms who replied to the mail survey 
that they had had a grant. 6 farms had received grant from F.0 and 5 through 
the A.H.D.S. 
The proportion seeking advice was high in comparison to the figures seen 
in the main mail survey. Private consultants were again the predominant 
source of advice, with the Forestry Commission coming second. The number 
going to the College of agriculture or A.D.A.S. was minimal (3) but 8 went to 
S.W.O.A.C. and 5 to a local 'authority' such as the council, or the National Park 
authority where relevant. 48 of the farms with large woods have indicated in 
the mail survey that they have sold timber in some form. 
These farms with 5 ha and more woodland each have an average 
proportion of 7.2% of the land in woodland, compared to the proportion of 
4.4% obtained when all the replies are included (Other ratios are given in Table 
5.8 below.) If individual ratios of the area of any particular woodland type to 
total woodland area are considered it is found that the farms with smaller 
woods are more likely to have a high proportion of each woodland type. This 
is believed to be caused by the fact that where a farm has only a small area of 
woodland it is more likely to be all one type, rather than a mixture of conifer, 
broadleaf or scrub. However on farms with larger woods the ratio of conifers 
to scrub, and that of conifers to broadleaves is found to be significantly greater 
than it is on farms where woods are small. In general, farms with bigger 
woods have more of all types of woods. 
Table 5.8 Comparison of ZTOTWDHA for different sets of farms. 
EFARMHA 
No. of farms ETOTWDHA 
EFARMHA 
All farms 1210 4.4% 
Farms with trees 920 4.8% 
Farms with woods 689 5.4% 
Farms with planting 319 6.4% 
Fiscal awareness 223 7.7% 
Farms with >= 5ha wds 200 7.2% 
Farms interviewed 190 6.9% 
Farms with grants 61 5.9% 
These farms with large woodland areas appear to have a distribution by farm 
type that is significantly different at the 5% level from other farms with trees. 
In particular there are more farms in the L.F.A. 'sheep' and 'sheep and cattle' 
farms, than would be expected and fewer in the non-economic farmtypes and 
'lowland sheep and cattle'. It was also found that the distribution by county is 
different from that of farms with smaller woods. In general fewer English 
farms have large woods and in particular, the counties of North Yorkshire and 
Cumbria are underrepresented, although Northumberland was overrepresented. 
In Scotland, the Borders Region, and Dumfries and Galloway were 
overrepresented, as was Lôthians region, although less so. 
5.5 Tenure 
The question of how tenure affects farm woodlands has been predicted in 
the description of the setting up of this study. Because the U.K. tradition is for 
farm management and woodland management to develop separately on large 
estates, it was expected that tenant farms would have smaller areas of 
woodland on them than owner occupied farms. Where a tenant includes 
woodland in his acreage the level of management may be high if it is 
performed by the estate factor rather than the farmer himself, or low if the 
woodland includes only the scrubby bits that are not under estate 
management, and at any point on the continuum if managed as farm 
woodlands by the tenant himself. 
The results show tenanted farms to have a significantly larger size 
distribution than those of owner occupiers. This is likely to be strongly 
influenced by the number of very small farms that are registered as agricultural 
holdings (but are barely agricultural in fact and are perhaps "horsiculture" (ie. 
the use of pasture for grazing horses and ponies) or the small holdings of 
individuals with other fulltime jobs) almost all of which are owner occupied. In 
addition to this large hill farms are often run by tenant farmers. 
From this larger-than-average size distribution the woodland areas would 
be expected to be larger than usual. However, whilst the difference between 
the distributions is significant at the 5% level it is the owner-occupied farms 
whose woodland areas are at the higher end of the distribution. It is thus 
confirmed that tenant farms have less woodland than owner occupied farms. 
There is no significance in the difference in the distribution of broadleaved 
woods on tenanted or owned farms, but conifer and scrub woodlands are 
shown to be significantly larger (at the 5% level) on owner occupied farms. 
However the ratio of conifer to overall woodland area is significantly greater on 
tenanted farms (at 5% level) than on owner-occupied farms and the ratio of 
conifer to broadleaves is also greater (only at 10%). The ratio of woodland to 
farm area on tenanted farms is less than on owned farms and the difference is 
significant at 1%. 222 out of 849 owner occupiers (26%) have planted at least 
some trees; 61 out of 352 tenants (17.3%) have done so. Only 8 tenants have 
received grants and only 10 have ever sold wood. 34 say that they know of 
the fiscal benefits. The areas planted on owner occupied farms are shown to 
be significantly larger using a two-tailed test, at the 10% level. 
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The differences observed in the farm area distribution are, as expected, also 
reflected in the farmtype distribution, where the holdings with minimal 
economic contribution to make are under-represented amongst tenants, but the 
hill farm categories, particularly those with both sheep and cattle and those 
with some arable are over-represented. Also under-represented are the low 
ground sheep and cattle category and specialist dairy farms. 
5.6 Differences between England and Scotland 
It has been observed that the English and Scottish farms are of different 
size distribution. This was also reflected in the difference between the 
woodland size distributions. These differences have, to some extent, made 
comparisons between the two countries rather difficult to make. Some 
reference has been made to the ratio variables created to overcome this 
problem, which have also contributed to other analysis. For each farm the ratio 
of each of the variables TOTWOHA, CONFERHA, BRDLFHA and SCRUBHA to 
FARMHA was calculated as well as the ratio of each of the woodland types to 
TOTWDHA and the ratios of CONFERHA to SCRUBHA and BRDLFHA and 
SCRUBHA to BRDLFHA. In general the difference between the distribution of 
these ratios in England and that in Scotland is not significant at the 5% level. 
However the evidence suggests that English farms have more woodland on 
them than Scottish farms. They have a higher proportion of broadleaved 
woodlands and this results in a higher proportion of the whole farm area being 
broadleaved woodland than is true in Scotland. 
The group of 319 farms giving information that they had planted trees was 
one of the groups that was used in Table 5.5 looking at species planted. It is 
also relevant to split this group into its English and Scottish components as 
the species being planted appear to be different. Table 5.9 illustrates the 
tendency for Scottish farmers to plant more conifer trees than English ones do, 
which is consistent with the differences in the general pattern of woodland 
seen in England and Scotland. 
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Table 5.9 	Difference in species planted in England 
and in Scotland 
England (n=137) Scotland (n182) 
missing25(18%) I 	missing=46(25%) 
No. % I No. 
Spruce 58 42.0 99 54.4 
Pine 36 26.3 57 31.3 
Larch 39 28.5 I 	56 30.8 
oth. Con. 28 20.4 35 19.2 
Beech 33 24.1 41 22.5 
Sycamore 52 38.0 32 17.6 
Oak 31 22.6 21 11.5 
0th. Hard 51 37.2 I 	37 20.3 
N.B. The difference between Engiana ano scoti.ano 
in the proportion of farms giving details amounts 
to approximately 25%. 
5.7 Change in woodland area 
The figures collected do not really- allow an assessment of this sort. Each 
farm was asked to note the area of trees planted and the area felled. 181 
farms (15%) did give a figure for PLTDHA and this adds up to a total of 1960.9 
ha planted. 52% of this total came from one farm's planting. The inclus ion of 
the information from the variables AREA1 and AREA2 is not possible (see 
below, p.103). 129 farms (10.7%) gave a figure for FELLDHA giving a total of 633 
ha. The largest area was 202.4 ha, which amounts to 32% of the total. The 
implication is that on the farms replying to the survey there has been a net 
increase of about 1300 ha of woodland (or about 15%) during the period of 
their present occupiers. If the farms who gave a number of trees rather than 
an area, or who only replied to the question about specific plantings are 
included, another 66,000 trees have been planted on an unspecified area of 
land. 
Although we know that 319 farms have planted some trees only 181 have 
given 	a 	reply to 	PLTDHA and 	129 have 	given 	a 	value 	for FELLDHA. The 
respondents were asked to answer in relation to the period of time that they 
have been responsible for decisions on the farm, so that no constant time 
period applies. 	Interview results show that planting is underestimated in the 
mail survey, although probably not on a large scale as much of the omitted 
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planting is of individual amenity trees and doubtless, fellings have also been 
omitted. This latter point is felt to be particularly likely where no policy of 
felling has been carried out, but neglect has allowed areas of woodlands to be 
slowly absorbed into the surrounding farmland. In some areas, neglect has 
also led to very little timber of standing value remaining. D.A.R.T (1983) 
estimates that in England and Wales this would apply to up to 20% of farm 
woods. 
Altogether 259 farms are recorded as having a non-zero value for PLTDHA 
and/or FELLDHA. 51 farmers express an intention to fell some trees in the next 
5 years, some as part of a rotation, others as a 'one-off' event. The total area 
to be felled is 504.5 hectares, with one farm accounting for 404.7 hectares 
leaving only about 100 hectares to be felled on the remaining farms. 112 
farmers express an intention to plant some trees in the next 5 years. The area 
they plan, collectively, to plant is 666.3 ha, with one holding accounting for 
404.3 ha. Thus the net declared gain in woodland area is likely to be in the 
order of 150 hectares. Of the 112 farms 62 have planted trees in the past. 51 
farms have both planted an area of trees and felled one. In this group 20 have 
sold in the past, although still only 11 have had grants and only 24 have 
sought advice. 19 state an intention to plant more trees. 
There are 246 farms who gave a non-zero response for the variable 
PLTDHA, AREA1 or AREA2. The last two of these do not always add up to the 
first as in some cases more than two areas have been planted and often 
details were not given in Part B of the form, of the planting indicated in Part 
A. Occasionally Part B was used when no indication of planting had been given 
earlier. 
If these 246 farms are compared to those who have planted a number of 
trees rather than an area, it is found that they have a size distribution that is 
significantly larger for most area variables. The distribution of BRDLFHA is not 
significantly different, and for the area of SCRUBHA the difference is only 
significant at the 10% level. The area of broadleaves on the farm area is 
significantly larger (at 10% level) on farms which have only planted a few trees, 
than on those where an area has been planted and similarly, the ratio of 
broadleaves in the woodland area is higher (at 1%). The ratio of conifers to 
broadleaves is found to be higher on farms where an area has been planted 
than on those where tree planting has been limited to a number of trees. 108 
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of The former group of farms plan to plant more trees in the future. 
When the group of farms who have planted trees is separated into those in 
receipt of grant and those who have not received grant it is found that the 
areas recorded for the former group are significantly larger than those recorded 
for the latter. The difference is significant for each of the variables FARMHA, 
TOTWDHA and CONFERHA at 1% and for BRDLFHA at 5 % and SCRUBHA at 
10%. The area planted with grant is also significantly larger at the 1% level as 
is area felled. In order to assess the impact of the influence of the larger farm 
area on these statistics a set of variables representing woodland areas as a 
proportion of FARMHA and the types of woodland as a proportion of TOTWDHA 
was included. These revealed that, as a proportion of farm area, TOTWDHA is 
still significantly greater on farms with grant than on those without. 
The mail survey indicates that 75 farmers who were visited have planted 
trees (39.5%), whilst in the replies that they gave at interview 101 (53.2%) 
replied that they had done tree planting of some sort. It was suggested in 
Chapter 4 that this discrepancy may have been prompted by a difference in the 
phrasing of the questions, in particular where a number rather than an area of 
trees is the more appropriate measure. In the mail survey 42 of these farms 
that were interviewed, gave an area for PLTDHA (22.1%) and 32 gave a result 
for FELLDHA (16.8%). 
At interview 95 farms said that they had felled trees (ie exactly 50% of the 
farms visited) but 34 had only done so because the trees were diseased or 
unsafe. A further 6 farms had only cleared up wind blown trees. 7 farmers 
had felled trees in order to thin a stand but had done no final felling. One had 
cut trees for Christmas trees. This left 47 who gave no details, but replied that 
they had felled some trees. Thus 50% of all farms interviewed had felled trees, 
which indicates that the estimate of 10% given earlier, although relating only to 
areas of woods, is distinctly low. 
101 of the 190 farmers (53%) have planted some trees. This includes 36 
who had planted for amenity only, mostly in hedgerows or along roadsides, a 
number of whom were tenants, and 53 who said that they had planted at least 
one small area of trees or more. 7 indicated that they planted trees regularly. 
6 of the farms in this last group had also sold timber in the past. Areas 
planted and felled were omitted for too many farms at interview for these 
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figures to be verified. 
5.8 Sales and markets 
83 farms indicated that they had at some time sold some timber from the 
farm. In response to the direct question relating to past sales, 6 of these said 
"no" and 7 did not give a reply. The greater part of the replies (77%) indicated 
that at least some sales had been through a timber merchant. 23% said that 
they had sold firewood to the general public and 19% said that they had sold 
timber to a pulpmill. With regard to future sales, 44 either omitted the 
question or said that there was nothing else to be felled. Of the remaining 39 
farmers, 23 said that future sales would go to the timber merchant. 8 farmers 
specified a local sawmill as the recipient of any future produce and 4 stated 
that it would go to a pulpmill. It is interesting that amongst these individuals, 
56 had no plans for future felling whilst only 22 had definite intentions to fell. 
The proportion of broadleaved woodland, and of scrub, in the total, was 
found to be more on farms where no trees had been sold. The proportion of 
conifers in the farm ar ea is significantly greater (at 1%) where sales have 
taken place, as is the ratio of woodland area to farm area, and the ratio of 
conifer to scrub. 
21 of the 83 farms were interviewed; of these five then said that they had 
either sold no wood or a negligible quantity. All but 5 of the 21 appeared to 
have done some planting, but 2 of these plantings had been unsuccessful. The 
predominant reason given for planting was shelter (5 farms) with best use of 
land and financial incentives coming second (3 each). 5 farms gave several 
secondary reasons for planting trees, but amongst those who singled out one 
reason, amenity or personal pleasure was the most frequent choice. 
The mail survey result indicated that 50 of the 83 had planted trees, 
although it also indicated only 27 had felled trees. 43 had sought advice, with 
31 going to a private consultant and 14 to the Forestry Commission. Species 
choice and felling were the most popular subjects for advice. 
From- the whole interview survey 34 have indicated that they have sold 
timber in the past. None of these farmers had been to the agricultural colleges 
(or A.D.A.S.) for advice about trees and 12 had sought no advice of this sort at 
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all. The first choice of advice was the Forestry Commission (11/34) and the 
second was a private consultant or agent (8/34). 8 had not planted any trees 
and two had planted with no success. Shelter was again the most frequently -
nominated first reason for planting trees, and of those who specified a 
secondary reason, shelter and amenity were the most popular choices. 
25 had planted trees, with 3 indicating that they had problems early on. 28 
had felled trees, 3 had felled windblown areas and 1 had done some thinning. 
The majority said that in the future they would sell to a timber merchant. 
5.9 Conclusions 
Evidently, considerably more of the interrelationships that exist could be 
examined. However it is possible, from the results presented so far, to see that 
certain underlying relationships appear to exist and it is these that will be 




The preceeding chapters have presented a range of results from both mail 
and interview Surveys. The aim of the present chapter is to draw some 
conclusions from them. In view of the now considerable interest in reducing 
agricultural surpluses and the possibility of removing land from agricultural 
production and instead growing trees as a farm crop, it is hoped that the 
results will have some bearing on the best way to encourage this development. 
In discussing these results it should be remembered that this survey was 
initiated in an attempt to examine the position of a broad range of farms, 
rather than those used in the Mutch and Hutchison case studies, who were all 
recommended specifically for their interest in woodlands. The high level of 
"not applicable." replies obtained and the low level of activity reported in farm 
woods may be discouraging but if it is symptomatic of the general situation, it 
confirms the need for this broader approach. In light of this situation, the high 
participation rate is pleasing. It should nonetheless be borne in mind that it is 
likely that farms with no woods are more likely to have failed to--reply and 
some upward bias may therefore be expected. 
6.1 Areas recorded 
The total sample was 2163 farms, of whom 1210 replied with usable results. 
920 farms (76%) had trees and 689 (57% of 1210 and 75% of 920) had an area 
of trees that they defined as a wood (possibly as small as 0.1 ha). The 
decision has been taken not to 'gross up' these figures, to give general 
results. This is due to the complications of having farms from England as well 
as Scotland and the different categories that this involves. The exclusion of 
the crofts in crofting counties further complicates the issue as does the limited 
area of England covered. The result of these factors is that whilst it is 
possible to estimate that, eg., 4000 farms in the area covered have more than 5 
hectares of woods (assuming negligible response bias)the term 'area covered' 
is virtually meaningless and within it the holdings excluded, although easily 
defined, are not so easily identified. 
301 farms said that they had an area of conifers and 365 gave details of a 
- 	broadleaf area. Furthermore 256 have described an area of scrub. These 
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figures are known to be incomplete as some farmers only gave a value for 
TOTWOHA and others omitted this and only gave details for CONFERHA and/or 
BRDLFHA Some others did give both. A number of values had to be coded as 
missing although they were almost certainly zero, since the reply was not 
specific. However the degree of concurrence between the interview and mail 
survey results is such that a fair level of confidence can be placed in all the 
results obtained. 
The response from Scotland was slightly better than that from England, 
probably largely due to the earlier date on which the forms were dispatched. 
Farm area in Scotland is .found to be greater than in England, a result expected 
since the English survey included the non-significant holdings. Woodland area 
is also greater in Scotland than in England. 
In general, the larger woodland area reported is shown to be related to the 
larger area of farms in Scotland since, at an individual farm level, the results 
show that English farms of comparable size generally have more woodland on 
them than Scottish ones. Although it cannot be confirmed, part of the 
explanation for this is likely to lie in the different distribution by farmtype of 
farms in England and Scotland and to the greater exposure to the elements of 
a large number of farms in Scotland and the greater difficulties involved in 
growing trees. 
In addition to having more woodland for a given farm size than Scottish 
farms, the proportion of woodland on English farms that is likely to be 
broadleaf is also greater. The reason for this is probably at least in part 
geographical due to the shorter growing season and lower mean temperatures 
experienced, in general, further north in the U.K. Trees on Scottish farms may 
also have been a more appreciated asset, due to their value for provision of 
shelter and if, for that reason, management of woodlands has been more active 
in the past there is a greater chance that coniferisation may have already 
occurred, particularly on exposed sites. It is also possible that the greater 
population density in England is now creating proportional pressure on farmers 
to maintain farm woodlands as broadleaf rather than replacing broadleaf scrub 
with conifer plantations. 
With regard to both woodland size and composition, the English replies can 
be considered to be more self selected, since the response rate was lower; this 
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may well have contributed to the greater size and proportion of broadleaves 
seen in the results for the English woods. 
6.2 Planting and management 
26% of all farmers surveyed have planted one tree or more. This figure is 
high, given that about 25% have no trees at all on the farm. Most have 
planted conifers, although this is less likely where planting has been of small 
numbers of trees or single standards, for amenity and is less true in England. 
A relatively low proportion have had grants for planting and a rather high 
proportion (4/31) reported at interview that they had had to repay the grant. 
One comment heard more than once was that the system of having to apply 
for F.C. grant before planting was inconvenient since, in general, farmers' 
decisions to plant trees are frequently a spontaneous reaction to an 
unexpected "window" occurring at a season suitable for planting. The 
subsequent necessary delay before permission was received often meant that 
the opportunity to plant was lost. 
It appears that more planting of conifers takes place than of broadleaves. 
There is however a larger proportion of the 'other' category reported for 
- broadleaves, which when looked at in detail indicates that the range of 
broadleaf tree species in use on farm woodlands, is far wider than the range of 
conifers being planted. This is not unnatural, given the wider range of 
broadleaf species with which people are already familiar, but it does indicate 
that the hardwood and native species are not being overlooked. 
The results of the survey indicate a lack of interest in management and a 
lack of knowledge of woodland operations. At interview it was evident that a 
number of farmers have heard and been concerned by the "conservation" 
message that too many woodlands have been cut down, and not replaced, but 
they have not understood that for a wood to be productive active management 
is necessary, nor that neglecting to fell at the correct age can lead to a loss in 
income, nor even that neglecting trees may have dangerous consequences. 
Half the farmers interviewed said that they had never cut any living tree. 
There appears to be a continuum of management practices ranging from 
complete neglect and the gradual degradation and reduction of woodlands to 
management for shelter, home timber production and sales. Management for 
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shelter purposes has a different quality to management for producing timber 
for the farm, which is different again different from management resulting in 
timber for sale, which is also generally more intensive. Each of these 3 is a 
relatively rare occurrence but the least frequent is woodland management for 
farm use. Management seems to have little correlation with planting. More 
planting occurs both on farms where there is managed wood and on those 
where there is unmanaged wood than on those farms devoid of trees. The job 
of managing an existing woodland seems to have had little attraction for most 
farmers, regardless of their awareness of its beauty or its contributions to the 
farm environment through provision of shelter. None the less, most 
management was primarily undertaken because of the shelter benefits. 
6.3 Attitudes 
The attitudes reported in the mail surey were mostly recorded in 1984, 
except in Cumbria, where the questionnaires were received in 1985. The 
interviews all took place in 1985. In the last two and a half years these 
attitudes have undoubtedly changed, and may have done so significantly, as 
farm woodlands have received increased attention in the farming press and the 
problems within the E.E.C. have worsened. Within Scotland, five 
F.F.W.A.G. groups have now appointed full time advisers. Attention from 
conservationists has continued throughout this period. It seems likely that 
more farmers are now aware that their woodlands are a resource of interest, 
for different reasons, to other people. In general, the management of 
woodlands reported in this thesis is unlikely to have changed greatly, but it is 
possible that the potential response to current changes has done so. 
When the survey was undertaken, there was no certainty as to whether 
farmers would in general "like" or "dislike" trees. It was understood that whilst 
hill farms would benefit from shelter others might not, but might rather suffer 
from associated disadvantages. The answers received have shown that over 
50% of farmers have a generally positive view of trees and shelter rated very 
much more support than that. It is true that one farmer did say at interview 
that he didn't like trees and another that he did not like the "black" colour of 
the conifer plantations. Several others said that they did not like to see conifer 
plantations on good hill ground. 
Many of the farmers whose land is actually adjacent to plantations suffered 
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from pests within them, particularly foxes, and felt aggrieved that the creatures 
which affected them were the responsibility of another authority or individual 
who did not suffer the problems and had no real need or wish to deal with 
them. Other pests, particularly rooks, crows and pigeons were attributed to 
woodlands but less generally and one individual, at interview, commented that 
if the barley had not been there, nor would there be rooks. Flies were held to 
be a major problem by a number of stock farmers, particularly dairy farmers, 
and the balance between benefit from shelter and disadvantage from flies 
seemed to be fairly finely drawn but in general weighed in favour of the 
benefits. 
Although a majority of farmers shoot vermin if necessary, most do not 
shoot for pleasure or sport. Thus the possibility of creating cover for birds is 
generally not an incentive to woodland planting or management. The small 
number who are involved in regular shooting have an active woodland 
management strategy, but these are a minority even among those who shoot. 
The results of the M.A.F.F. survey (M.A.F.F. 1985) indicate that in England, 
amenity was the main benefit from woodlands and in Wales it was shelter. The 
results of the survey presented here indicate that the most important benefit 
from woodland and the most common reason for planting in Scotland and 
Northern England, was shelter, in particular for stock but also for both steading 
and crops and grass. Despite this, most farmers were not engaged in 
managing woodland to maintain shelter and at interview, some commented that 
they knew that because they had taken no action the next generation would be 
forced to create new shelter. 
Despite this, little scrub was seen that contained no trees of any standing 
value, although one or two hill farms had extensive areas with very poor trees 
which had been severely dwarfed by wind, scattered across the hillside. 
Amenity, landscape and wildlife were also popular reasons for liking 
woodland but provided little incentive for management. Some firewood was 
used by 50% of farmers (60% according to the interviews) but it came mostly 
from fallen trees, not those felled for thinning or harvest and little was felled 
specifically for firewood. One estate, however, whose forester replied for one 
of the tenant farmers in the sample, indicated that coppicing has been started 
on some of the birch stands on the farms, as the major source of heating fuel 
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for the "big house". 
	
The lack of knowledge of what to do and the lack of interest in doing 	- 
anything is perhaps a cause for concern. In general, even where a high level 
of interest had been expressed, farmers seemed unlikely to seek advice about 
trees. It is believed that they knew, or thought that they knew sufficient for 
their current purpose. 
All of this points to a very lacklustre approach to farm woodlands which 
will not necessarily be easy to turn around. This is confirmed by the fact that 
cost was considered a problem related to having trees by more farmers who 
had planted than any other group, the others having presumably not even 
considered the question. However it is probably true that those farmers with 
woodlands who are neglecting them may be doing so because they consider 
the trees to have too small a return to the money investment that would be 
necessary to allow a contract for management to be entered into or, more 
commonly, to the time investment that would be necessary to allow efficient 
management by themselves. The importance of time as a factor is emphasised 
by the minimal evidence of woodlands being managed for production of farm 
timber and is consistent with the continued reduction in farm 
labour compliments. 
The second major reason given for tree planting was that it makes good 
use of poor land. The residual nature of this reasoning indicates the low level 
of priority which is allocated to woodlands. It is unlikely that this category of 
planting will change much, from year to year, except as the individual's 
perception of marginal land changes. Shelter comes into a slightly different 
category, since it is itself a fairly significant contribution to the farm, albeit in a 
way that is hard to put a financial value to. Variations in relative values of 
trees, land and stock may all influence a decision to plant for shelter, despite 
the inability to incorporate such subjective values into the financial calculation. 
Shelter can be expected ceteris par/bus to remain both the major reason for 
new planting and the primary gain to be obtained from existing woods. If 
additional land is to be put into woodlands, for any other reason, the income to 
be generated will have to be very considerable if it is to be sufficient to create 
an incentive for tree planting. 
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6.4 Grants 
It was observed that the average farm area of farms where trees have been 
planted with grant is greater than it is on farms where no trees have been 
planted; that is, it appears that grants for tree planting are going to larger 
farms. This is reinforced by the fact that the farms which are planting trees but 
are not getting a grant for doing so are also significantly smaller than those 
who do get grants. In Scotland at least, this is partly because the grants are 
going to a disproportionate number of farms of Less Favoured Area status, 
particularly to those with sheep and mainly sheep, which tend to be at the 
larger end of the size distribution. There are also, however, more of these 
types of farms planting trees generally, doubtless because these farms have 
more value for shelter; thus logic would indicate considerable distortion in the 
proportion of hill farmers applying for grant, or an absolute size difference 
between those who are receiving grants and those who are not, within 
farmtype. 
Unfortunately there are too many ommissions in the data to be conclusive 
about this since only 61 farms have received grant. It does appear that at least 
some of the difference is accounted for by a larger proportion of the farms 
being in the L.F.A. groups. Possibly this is because on a farm in a Less 
Favoured Area, planting trees for shelter would be an obvious way of 
developing and improving the farm and application for a grant would be a 
standard suggestion for agricultural advisers in these areas. The relatively 
large number of farms who plant trees in L.F.A.s without grants, are presumably 
among the many who consider grants to be either irrelevant or too time 
consuming to be applied for. 
One factor that emerged from the interviews was that not only do a high 
proportion of farmers plant without grant, but a surprisingly large number 
appear not to know that the grants exit. This is even true where more than 
just one or two amenity trees are planted. Of the 37 farmers interviewed who 
had given a value for PLTDHA in the mail survey, but had not received a grant, 
13 did not know of the grants. Thus it would appear that there is a lack of 
information reaching farmers, even those who are planting trees. This is 
presumably contributed to by the farmers' reluctance to seek advice on trees 
and the assumption that they know sufficient for their present purposes. What 
may prove to be a problem is that the advisory sources that exist, both the 
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colleges (and A.D.A.S.) and the farmers' unions, are not apparently aware of the 
need since they are not providing the information, although they would react to 
an expressed demand for such information. The problem is that the demand is 
not made. The inertia caused by reluctance to get entangled with 'red tape' 
must be exaggerated by this phenomenon and the lack of information about 
grants will have to be overcome before any possibility of a grant being made 
use of can be hoped for. This situation may have improved since 1984/5 
particularly in Scotland with the spread of F.F.W.A.G.s. 
It has been said (Hill, Burrell and Williams, 1983) that tax incentives 
encourage efficiency as they are only of use to farmers who are regularly in a 
position to pay tax and that grants encourage investment as they are not linked 
to current income. However it appears that in this case grants are largely 
going to one subsection of the farming community and probably to those who 
would have had sufficient motivation to have acted without the existence of a 
grant as incentive. 
All things considered the question of whether grants are the most 
efficacious incentive to woodland planting must be raised. This is confirmed 
by the attitude expressed frequently at interview that grants are considered 
after decisions have been made to plant trees. 
If this question is to be considered, two aspects assume some importance. 
The first is to establish the objective of giving grants for farm tree planting and 
the second is to dertermine which factors are leading to tree planting at 
present. Farmers are planting trees and yet no more than one third of them 
seem to be getting grants. If more planting is desirable, could the reasons for 
the tree planting of those not receiving grant as well as those receiving grant 
be made effective for farmers currently not interested in planting, or could 
other incentives be introduced to encourage planting? 
The main reasons for planting seem to be predominantly shelter and use of 
poor land and to a lesser extent amenity, whether or not a grant is obtained. 
The main reason for D.A.F.S. or M.A.F.F. grants for tree planting is to facilitate 
shelter provision in hill areas. The Countryside Commission (and CCS) planting 
grants apply only to small areas but were designed entirely with amenity and 
landscape in mind. The Forestry Commission grants have switched from being 
entirely production oriented to being directed towards production-and-amenity, 
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or production-and-shelter (the emphasis being dependent on the type of 
grant). Because so few farmers have given details of where the grants come 
from it is not possible to determine whether the grants are currently achieving 
their various aims. However with the possible exception of the Forestry 
Commission (who may be giving a fairly large proportion of the grants) it 
seems quite likely that they are succeeding, despite a low overall standard of 
management. 
It is pertinent to discuss at this point whether this wide range of grants is 	- 
really either necessary or beneficial. Such diversity serves mainly to confuse 
potential applicants who only want to be told whether they may or may not 
receive financial assistance. Since each of these bodies is government funded, 
it should surely be possible for a single application form to be filled in and 
dealt with by one administrative body who would allocate the application to an 
individual authority if it was not straightforward, but would otherwise simply 
decide which grant, if any was appropriate and arrange for the funds to be 
transferred from the relevant body to the farmer. 
If further treeplanting is to be encouraged through grants, convergence of 
farmer goals and grant objectives must be looked for. The new Farm 
Woodland Scheme which is intended to be complementary to existing grants, 
has as its main objectives the reduction of agricultural surpluses, and thus of 
the E.E.C. agriculural budget deficit, through the removal of land from 
agriculture, as well as an increased contribution to forestry production. If grants 
in fact serve mainly to facilitate planting for farmers who have shelter or 
amenity objectives, this one will not achieve its stated goals. 
The new Scheme, in concentrating on taking better land out of production, 
has for the first time introduced an element of income support in an attempt to 
overcome obstacles to planting and it offers an annual payment in addition to 
the grants already available for tree planting. The amount offered to farmers 
on good land is likely to be £190 per hectare per year. Whilst in income terms 
this is reasonably attractive it is insufficient to offset the fixed costs per 
hectare for the majority of lowland farms, particularly given the current 
overcapitalised situation on many such farms. Thus, despite the annual 
payment, it will, for many, be a non-incentive. The decision to plant will 
continue to be taken from a land use point of view and, where possible, land 
marginal to farm productivity will be chosen for planting, not the better land 
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that the scheme intends to remove from food production. 
The increased value of the Farm Woodland Scheme payments may increase 
the number of farmers who work out the financial costs of the scheme, but the 
need to cover fixed costs for every hectare of land is likely to remain critical; 
the money will go to those who have the most secure financial position and to 
those farms otherwise in a position to give up 3 or more hectares of land over 
a period of three years for the life of the tree crop. Those with very large 
farms who can afford to take the maximum of 40 hectares out of production 
may also be encouraged, since this would create a real possibility of reducing 
fixed costs through sale of machinary or making a part-time man redundant, 
and the whole scheme would then look much more attractive. Those 
intensifying production elsewhere on the farm may also be in a position to 
benefit from this grant. Those already considering shelter or amenity planting 
are likely to be swayed by it, if the land they wish to use is eligible. 
One further category of farmer or landowner who may be attracted by the 
new F.W.S. is the individual who currently lets some land on a short lease. 
Where rents are less than £io per hectare on arable land, or below the 
appropriate levels (see p.  8) on other land the F.W.S. will introduce an incentive 
to take that land in hand. This position is enhanced on properties where a 
woodland enterprise already exists as it will provide both a regular income and 
the opportunity to offset the fixed costs of the forestry enterprise, without 
forfeiting the right to apply for grants for tree planting. In Scotland rents 
ranged from about £io per hectare to £84 per hectare in 198516 (S.A.C., 1987) 
(Figures given are per adjusted hectare.) 
6.5 Other outcomes of the survey 
Since no complementary moneys are apparently to be made available to 
encourage farmer co-operatives for woodland produce and timber nor to help 
cut the unit costs of hiring contractors or machinery, (which are high when a 
small area of land is involved) the major problem that has been shown up in 
the results of this survey, namely lack of management, is unlikely to be 
improved by the Farm Woodland Scheme. Most woods appear to be receiving 
little or no attention. They exist because the land that they are standing on is 
suitable for little else, or because in some previous generation someone 
planted them, generally for amenity or shelter. 
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These woods now require work which will be costly because the output will 
be of low value and even if clearfelling and restocking is advocated the area of 
individual blocks is likely to be sufficiently small to be a disincentive to 
potential contractors. Farmers do not really know which trees in a wood are of 
high value, nor which are scarely worth the effort of felling, and are therefore 
at a disadvantage in the market. They tend to accept what is offered and often 
do so without looking further than the local timber merchant. Once again the 
problem seems to be that the information available to the farmer is simply 
inadequate for him to be able to make considered decisions. 
One problem that is encountered here is that the traditional sources of 
agricultural advice are unlikely to be the most suitable for forestry advice. 
However the cost of employing a reputable forestry consultant is considerable, 
particularly when the farmer is still only considering the alternatives and knows 
that there may be no return at all from the consultation. The potential benefit 
from a group of neighbouring farmers inviting a consultant to visit them all on 
a single occasion would be considerable, if the consultant could be convinced 
that this was a worthwhile market to enter. It might also lead to other mutual 
benefits for the farmers, as planting could be organised to benefit each other's 
land, or to improve cover where shooting is important. 
Whilst some individuals will be happy to learn the skills, or to have men 
trained to do this work on the farm safely, and to acquaint themselves with 
timber markets in order to establish a commercially based woodland enterprise, 
these will tend to be those who have sufficient acreage, be it low ground or 
hill, to do so without materially altering their present net farm income. Others 
will not feel that the investment will bring adequate returns in a short enough 
time horizon, particularly where there is no real benefit to them from the 
various tax advantages that exist within the fiscal system. 
Without some changes in attitudes, understanding and opportunities, it 
seems unlikely that the labour productivity from farm woods will rise 
particularly high. Yet the small scale of these woods makes it unlikely that 
mechanisation will be introduced on a broad basis. The question of whether 
the resulting product will meet a need expressed by the timber using industries 
remains dependent on these changes occurring. The current interest in farm 
woodlands amongst many groups may be sufficient to effect some changes, 
and in England is likely to protect them from wholesale coniferisation. This will 
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not necessarily protect their value for wildlife, unless management is sensitive 
to this issue. Management directed entirely at conservation may fail to make 
the decisions necessary to maintain the woodland as a commercial enterprise, 
which will result once again in their neglect and decay. The cost of achieving 
a rural landscape that is well wooded may therefore be high, if it is to produce 
a self sustaining market, and well managed woods. The Farm Woodland 
Scheme may be sufficient to take some land out of conventional agriculture, 
but with poor market infrastructure for these small producers, it seems unlikely, 
in the face of the results of this survey, to make a long term impact on 
Britain's neglected farm woodlands. 
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QUESTIONNAIRES AND COVERING LETTER 
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE RELATES TO FARM TREES & WOODLANDS ON THE FARM 
PART A 
Are you a 	(arm tenant 
owner occupier 
farm manager/managing partner 	 (tick one box) 
Since which year have you been In this position? 19 
If the (arm is managed in conjunction with others please give details here. 
When you took over the farmhow many of the trees were already there? 
All 
Some 
None 	 (tick one box) 
4. 	Total farm area 	 .......... acres 
Total wooded area ......... acres 	in how many blocks? 
Area of brqadleaves 	.......... acres 	conifers ..........acres 	scrub 	........ acres 
No. of free - standing individual trees (e.g. parkland trees) 	.......... 
i. 	Area planted since you took over 	..........acres 
Area felled since you took over .........acres 
Do you consider trees/woodlands in your farm management plans? 	Yes 
No 
Do you have woodlands (e.g. commercial) other than those on your farm? 
Yes 
No 
Have trees been cut for: 
farm firewood 
farm fencing materials 
	
other farm use 	 9. (please tick relevant boxes) 
If you have sold these or other wood produce, please see Part B, question. 23 
Have you ever considered selling (or leasing) land to the Forestry Commission 
or to a private company? 	Yes 
- 	 No 	El 	(tick one box) 
Did the sale (lease) go through? Yes 
No 	 (tick one box) 
Do you have a slack period during the year from the point of view of labour use? 
• Yes  
No 	 (tick one box) 
If 'yes', when is it? 	 El  
How many hours do you work on the holding per week' .......... 
If you do not work full time on the holding, do you have a second occupation? 
• 	Yes 
No 	 (tick one box) 
If 'yes', what is it?  
ACE 	Are you 30 years or less 	N31-45 years46-60 years61 years +
ELEVATION AND EXPOSURE 	"hntin 
What is the altitude of your farm? 
Wind expoSure: Is your farm 
14. Which way does your farm face? 














IS. Here is a list of advantages and disadvantages farmers have cold us they associate 
with trees on their land. Please read the list and indicate for each one that is 
applicable TO YOUR FARM, how important you think it is (slight, average, great). 
Not applicable 
Importance 
Slight Average IGreat 
CD 0 Crop shelter 
 Stock shelter (including grazing) cj c: cj cj 
 Shelter for sceading JJ 0 EJ 
 Control of snow drifting 
 Shooting (private) El CJ Cl  
 Shooting (let) El EJ El 
C. Private amenity (i.e. your own pleasure) (J EJ El El 
 Landscape El El ci] EJ 
 Wildlife conservation ci El ci] Cl 
 Farm firewood El El El ci] 
 Farm timber ci ci ci 
 Money income from timber El IJ El El 
 Capital gain/capital reserve 
 
 Income tax/capital gains tax relief El E:J ci 
 Inexperience with trees El CJ i::i i::i 
 Crop shading El El El El 
 Increased flies C] (I El EJ 
 Harbour pests. El C] C] EJ 
 Debris El El El 
I. Increased numbers of tourists J fJ 1J 
 Cost El ElElci 
 Worse crop lodging (J ci:i ci ci 
 Worse pattern of snow drift El El El 
 Lack of time El El tJ C] 
What benefits to you derive from the woodlands on your farm? 
Do you in any way benefit (or suffer) from woodlands adjacent to your land? 




































If 'yes, how many areas ............. 	what total area ............acres 
What species (If decided)  
For what purpose(s) 
(see question 15 in part A If necessary) 
Hedges 
What length of hedge have you removed since you took over the farm? (yards) 
What hedges have you planted? 	(length, species, year planted, success  etc.) 
Source of grant if any  
What length of hedge would you remove if there were no obstacles to doing so? 
Do you intend to fell any woods/shelter belts in the next five years? 
Yes 
No 
If 'yes ' what area' 	............ acres 
In the past have you sold the wood to other farmers 
general public - firewood 
(please tick relevant boxes) 	 farmers/public for fencing. 
timber merchants/sawmillers 
pulpmills 
Who would you hope to sell your next timber harvest(s) to?  
What area of woodland on the farm would you remove if there were no 
restrictions and no necessity to replant felled areas which were originally 
planted with grant aid.  
Please indicate normal labour choice for each forest operation below by 
putting 'Yes' or 'No' in each box as appropriate. 
Planting 	Maintaining 	Thinning 	Felling 
Farm labour 




Your Planting In the table below, for each of the two most important plantings 
on your farm which have been carried out while you have been in charge, please 
complete year, grant and area, and ring the relevant items in each row. 
Year 19_ 19_ 
Grant obtained 
Area (or number of 
trees) planted  
Purposes of planting 
(see QIS, A-N) 
Tree species planted I 	2 	3 	4 I 	2 	3 	4 
5 	6 	7 	8 5 	6 	7 	8 
	
Tree species: I = spruce 	2 = pine 	 3: larch 	4 : other conif"t 
5 : beech 6 T sycamore 	7 oak 8 = other 
hardwood 
If you do not know which group the trees that you have planted belong to, or 
if you know that they are not of any of the groups mentioned, then use either 
group 4 or S. 
Did the plants survive and grow? Yes 
No 
If not, why not ? 
IS. Do the trees meet your reason for planting? 	Yes 
N 
Too early to say 
If 'no' in what way have you been disappointed?  
Have you needed advice on: 	choice of tree species 
ground preparation, pest control 
planting 








Forestry firms/private consultants 
County Council/Local Authority 
()FWAC 
Other (specify) 	 tj 
On which of the points listed in question 15, do you think more information 
needs to be made available to help in decision making? 
AD 
F KO aD f F1 
60 C LD b  
CD HO MD c  hD 
DO ID ND do iD 
ED 3 D eD 
Describe any other information you would like to be made available 
iP11 
University of Edinburgh 
Department of Forestry and Natural Resources 
Darwin Building, The Kings Buildings. Mayfield Road, Edinburgh, EH9 3JU 
Head of Oepaifmecit W.ES. Mutth. BSc,PhD.FlFor. 	 031467 1081 ext 
Unit of Farm Forestry. Research Director : Dr. W. E. S. Mutch 
Research Assistant : Miss C. M. Sidwell 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
The University of Edinburgh is now undertaking a study of woodlands on farms in mainland 
Scotland and Northern England. As part of this we are sending a postal questionnaire to a 
sample of farmers for which you have been selected. On a national scale little is known 
about the condition of farm woodlands or the attitudes of farmers and land owners to the 
woods on their property. Whilst some are very much in favour of having trees on their land, 
others can only see disadvantages. We believe that information regarding the true extent 
and condition of woodlands on farms will serve to guide sensibly various bodies in their 
policies and in the provision of grants. 
This is the first general study of this kind and it is being supported by the bodies named 
below. In order to present a true picture we need a very full response to the questionnaire; 
please complete it and return it to us in the free-post envelope provided for the purpose. 
Tenants are asked to specify their position regarding woodlands, and estate owners are asked 
to complete the questionaire only if they occupy and run the farm specified. 
Please note that: 
You are asked to answer every question in Part A regardless of your interest in trees. 
IF you have planted trees rnare seriously considering doing so OR if the landlord 
has planted with your participation OR you are interested in the subject, then you 
are asked to complete Part B also. 
Any general comments or extended answers to questions may be written on the 
back of this letter. 
Any information given to us will be treated in strictest confidence, but aggregated 
material will be published and if you would like a summary of our findings to be 
sent to you, please let us know with your reply. 
Background information concerning the type of farm you run will be needed - crops, 
pasture, stock numbers etc. The most Convenient way of our getting this would 
be from D.A.F.S., which would avoid our sending you, further question papers. 
A statement is enclosed authorising D.A.F.S. to supply this non-financial information 
directly to us; if you so wish, please sign the paper and return it to us. Confidentiality 
will be strictly retained. 
Yours faithfully, 
W. E. S. Mutch 
Sponsors: 	 Natural Environment Research Council 
Assistance and support: 	Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food 
Department of Agriculture and Fisheries for Scotland 
National Farmer's Union and N.F.U. of Scotland 
Agricultural Development and Advisory Service of M.AF.F. 
Scottish Agricultural Colleges 
Farming and Wildlife Advisory Groups 
127 
i/rD TE'T/'A'7'TIW 
Occupancy 	-individual, fani ly 
expectations 
tenure, terms of tenancy w. r. t. trees 




Other farms in the sane ownership, areas 
Woodland area 	-total 
-conifer 
-broadleaf 
-mixture (l.t. 80%) 
-scrub 
Tree cover in local area 
Hedgerows 	-or stone walls 	or fences 
Photos 
Area of trees plaited 	also date, species,purpose 
list of stands 	area 
age 
spp mix 
purpose (if any) 
Y. C. (if for timber production) 
Phases of tree growth 	 Scrub 	Permanent rough pasture c. trees & 
Establishment - young est.ph bushes 
pre. thicket 	 Shrubs,bushes, trees c. poor forrn,oz 
Thicket 	- c 9' 	 Of gt age. 
Sapling - 12' (beanpole) 	 High die out 
Small Pole 	- sane low dead branches 	 Neglected coppice 
Large Pole - up to telegraph 	 Non-tree woody species (eg Whin 
Timber 	- greater than telegraph 	 ie gorse) 
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GENERA. FARM POLICY 
No. of men including self and wife who work on fn 
Silage or hay madee? , acreage of each. 
winter feeding of stock 
lambing - date - in or out 
inbys: outbye 
grain - ratio winter: spring sown 
barley - malting or feed 
mix own feed? 
Milking herd numbers 
Quota 
Herd followers bought or raised 
calves sold or raised -to store or fat 
calving - spring, autumn allyear 
other stock 
household consumption 
How often is any work at all done in woodland? 
Is' this cutting up fallen trees for firewood? 
If not,what ? 
Estimate -No. of' hours per week 
-No, of weeks per year that they are working in woods 
Is any other work done on felled trees -eg turning lengths into stobs 
In past who has done planting 
cleaning/beating up/ maintenance 
Thinning 
Marking for thinning 
Felling 
Do you intend this to be the sane in future? 
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OBIECTIVES  
Do you benefit ft'om she lterfor stoch 
improved shooting 





If yes to any of these are they specifically related to the trees? 
If they are related to trees other than your own., who is responsible for the 
keepering? 
If related to your own trees what control measures do you take. Is there a 
local fox club/ rabbit club? or similar? 
If you have planted trees and hoped for shelter or shooting benefits have you 
succeeded? 
hbuid you do exactly the same again or would you do some things 
differently as a consequence of past experience. 
What would you advise a neighbour to do if he was thinking 
of planting trees? 
Did you use either tree shelters or rabbit fencing? 	If so would you do so again? 
If not would you do so another time? 
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Sold any wood, 





can you control / influence the price you get? 
If go to timber merchant - 'shop around'? 
find second opinion? 
Would you go back to the people that you used before 
Have you previously 1) heard of 
2) contacted 	a S.W.O.A.C. 
b timber growers J.K. 
c FEVAG 
Do you know what these bodies do? 
What would you like to see develop in this area ie what do you thick would 
be the most useful development in this area w . r . t. marketing wood products. 
2 
Advantages of sill vs large firms in some cases. 




C.C.S.,N.C.C.. N.F.U.S., S.L.F. etc. 
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ADVICE AND GRANTS 
who have (will) you consult(ed) about woodlands? 
Did you have to pay for that advice? 
If not, would you be prepared to pay in the future? 
Would you go to the some people for advice in the future? 
Do you know which bodies give grants of any sort for treeplcmting? Will you 
name the ones you know of please? 
Do you know what the various restrictions are and what the level of grant in each 
case is? 
If you have not planted trees before or not done so for some years what do you 
think the rough level of costs is over and above the grant you get? 
Do you think fencing is essential for establishing trees in this area? 
Is there any alternative to tree planting 
How do you decide what species of tree to plant? 




S. W. O.A.C. 
Colleges of Agriculture 
Forestry departments in uni7.cityor colleges 
Independant consultants 
FFWAG 
Which of the avove would you expect to have the most relevant experience to 
tree planting in your situation? 
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TAX AND FINANCE 
Are you aware that woodland costs can be offset against income tax? 
Do you know the details.? 
Do you know that a taxation option called Schedule D exists? 
Do you Jo'iow how it operates? 
Do you know that there are C. T. T advantages to owning woodlands? 
If yes to ANY OF THESE a) have you made use of them? 
b) have you excz'nined their relevance to your situation? 
a) wiU you do so in the future 
Re. Expenditure:- 
If planted trees or planning to grant? yes - or no 
What was( do you expect to be) the final omount you paid after grant OR 
What was (do you expect to be) the total that you paid? 
Is it reasonable to say that you put that value (U) on the trees planted? 
If it had cast you more would you have planted fewer trees? 
ie was the cost the deciding factor or the size of area that you wanted to plant. 
(If Grant) would you plant any trees if no grant was available 
Do you benefit from: 	firewood - for home consumption 
- for 'perks ' for the men 
- for sale 
fencing 	- for use on the farm 
materials - for sale 
sales to sawmill 
sales to pulpmill 
I tax advant'ges 
C. T. T. gains 
Schedule D benefits 
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'COUNTRYSIDE ISSUES' 




If no to all these is there any specific reason? 
Have you heard of FF MG? Do you know what it is? 




E. F. G. 
Ti ihi ii 
Do you know what they are/ do? 
Is there a problem of conflict between the public and farmers? 
Do conservationists have a better or worse relationship with farmers than the 
public in general. 
Do farmers receive a fair press in the newspapers and on television etc? 
Do you think that farmers interest in the countriyside and in wildlife is 
greater 
Less 	 as it was 20 years ago 
the same 
2 years ago 
Have relations with conservationist improved or got worse. 
Do the general public have much idea about what farming today actually involves? 
Do the SNFU/SLF etc do a good job of representing farmers at present or not? 
Is their public relations good or bad - or fair? 
Is public /press criticism of agriculture justified? - or is it just a different 
point of view? 
Should there be p iann ig controls in the countrys i± to control where buildings go 
and the sort of buildings put up? 
should- this also apply to landscape features Zile trees? 
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APPENDIX B 
GLOSSARY OF VARIABLE NAMES 
AGGHA 	 Size category farm comes into (see Appendix C) 
AGGWD 	 Size category woods come into (see Appendix C) 
AREA1 	 Size of first area planted, in hectares 
AREA2 	 Size of second area planted, in hectares 
BRDLFHA 	 Area of Broadleaved trees, in hectares 
CONFERHA 	 Area of Conifer trees, in hectares 
FARMHA 	 Total farm area, in hectares 
FELLDHA 	 Total area of trees felled, in hectares 
MARHA 	 Managed area of woodland given at interview, in hectares 
NAT 	 Country - ie England or Scotland 
NUMBER 1 	 Number of trees planted, first planting 
NUMBER2 	 Number of trees planted, second planting 
OWNPL 	 Interview response to whether or not occupier has 
planted trees 
PLTDHA 	 Total area planted by occupier, in hectares 
SARHA 	 Interview response to area of unmanaged woodland, 
in hectares 
SCRUBHA 	 Total area of scrub woodland, in hectares 
SIZE 	 Size category of farm, given with farm address by 
D.A.F.S or M.A.F.F. 
TOTWDHA 	 Total area of woodland on farm, in hectares 




SIZE CATEGORIES USED IN ENGLAND AND SCOTLAND 
Size categories of farms, in hectares 
Size group Scottish English 
1 0-1 0-2 
2 1-2 2-5 
3 2-5 5-10 
4 5-10 10-20 
5 10-20 20-50 
6 20-50 50-100 
7 50-100 100-200 
8 100-200 200+ 
9 200-500 
10 500 - 1000 
11 1000-2000 
12 2000+ 
AGGHA takes the same values as the Scottish farms were supplied with. 
Size Categories of Woodland Areas, used for AGGWD 
0 	 0 
1 <0.5 ha 
2 	 0.5-2ha 
3 1-2ha 
4 	 2-5ha 
5 5-lOha 
6 	 10-2Oha 
7 20-SOha 
8 	 50+ha 
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Dumfries and Galloway 
Lothian 
Fife 
These are "made up" but approximate to their geographical boundaries. 
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APPENDIX  
GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS USED 
A.C.G.S. Agricultural Capital Grant Scheme 
A.D.A.S. Agricultural Development and Advisory Service 
A.H.D.S. Agricultural and Horticultural Development Scheme 
A.I.S. Agricultural Improvement Scheme 
C.A.P Common Agricultural Policy 
C.C. Countryside Commission 
C.C.S. Countryside Commission for Scotland 
D.A.F.S. Department of Agriculture and Fisheries for Scotland 
D.A.R.T. Dartington Amenity Research Trust 
E.C. European Community 
E.E.C. European Economic Community 
F.C. Forestry Commission 
F.E.O.G.A. Fonds European d'Orientation et Guarantie Agricole 
This translates as E.A.G.G.F - the European Agricultural 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund 
F.(F)W.A.G. Farming (Forestry) and Wildlife Advisory Group. 
The groups in Scotland are invariably known as F.(F)W.A.G. 
but in England as F.W.A.G., although these also incorporate 
forestry interests. 
F.G.S. Forestry Grant Scheme 
F.W.S. Farm Woodland Scheme 
H.I.D.B. Highland and Island Development Board 
l.C.F. Institute of Chartered Foresters 
L.F.A. Less Favoured Areas 
L.a Lower Quartile 
M.A.F.F. Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food 
M-W Mann Whitney statistic 
N.C.C. Nature Conservancy Council 
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N.F.U. 	 National Farmers Union 	 - 
O.P.E.C. 	 Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries 
S.N.F.U. 	 Scottish National Farmers Union 
S.W.O.A.C. 	 Scottish Woodland Owners Association 
U.K. 	 United Kingdom 
u.Q. 	 Upper Quartile 
U.S.S.R. 	 Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
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